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SENATE

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 22, 1967

(Legislative day of Tuesday, Novem=
ber 21, 1967)

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore.

Rev. John E. Huss, minister, Charles-
ton Heights Baptist Church, Charleston,
S.C., offered the following prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, we have reason
to express profound gratitude to Thee
every day of our lives. Whenever we
think, there is a desire to thank. Dur-
ing this 1967 Thanksgiving season we
wish to express special gratitude. May
our thanks be as fervent for mercies re-
ceived, as our petitions for blessings we
seek.

Help us to exalt Thee as did the Psalm-
ist who burst into praise and was con-
strained to say: “O Lord, our Lord, how
excellent is Thy name in all the earth.”

We are thankful for America, a na-
tion born in revolution and now engaged
in an agonizing struggle to guarantee
freedom and prevent the enslavement of
a people on the other side of the world.
Father, console and comfort those whose
minds are filled with precious memories
of those who have given their lives for
our country.

We pray for the President of these
United States and for all the men and
women who share the burden of respon-
sibility in high office. Bestow upon this
leadership divine guidance in the deci-
sions they constantly make. Give to them
a strength equal to the task. Provide for
them relaxation that renews. Inspire
their thinking so that a trail may be
blazed to bring a just and honorable
peace that will end the dilemma in Viet-

nam.

With love for Thee and loyalty to our
country we humbly offer this petition in
the name of Jesus Christ.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Tuesday, November
21, 1967, be approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of routine morn-
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ing business, and that statements therein
be limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that in the minute
preceding the vote on the pending busi-
ness at 11 a.m., the distinguished mi-
nority leader, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DmrksSgN] be recognized to pro-
pound questions concerning the schedule
for the remainder of the day and next
week.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
two nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF
GENERAL SESSIONS

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Arthur Christopher, Jr., of the
District of Columbia, to be associate
judge of the District of Columbia court
of general sessions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FANNIN in the chair) . Without objection,
the nomination is considered and
confirmed.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LAND
AGENCY

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Alfred P. Love to be a member
of the District of Columbia Redevelop-
ment Land Agency.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confir-
mation of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendars
Nos. 779 and 780.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATIONS UPON ATTORNEYS'
FEES BEFORE U.S. ADMINISTRA-
TIVE AGENCY PROCEEDINGS

The bill (S. 1073) to remove arbitrary
limitations upon attorneys’ fees for serv-
ices rendered in proceedings before ad-
ministrative agencies of the United
States, and for other purposes was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S. 1073

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) to
the extent that any provision of law here-
tofore enacted or any rule or regulation
heretofore adopted by any administrative
agency (1) imposes upon any attorneys’' fees
any limitation to a prescribed amount or to
a prescribed maximum percentage of any
award made in any administrative proceed-
ing, or (2) authorizes an agency in its dis-
cretion to determine attorneys' fees or to ap-
prove attorneys' fees charged for the rendi-
tion of such services in any administrative
proceeding; or (3) imposes any penalty or
sanction upon any attorney who charges,
contracts for, or receives any fee in excess of
any such limitation for the rendition of
services in connection with any administra-
tive proceedings, such provision of law, rule,
or regulation shall have no force or effect
after the effective date of this Act.

(b) In any proceedings heretofore subject
to any provision of law or rule or regulation
referred to in (a) above, an administrative
agency may hereafter provide, by published
rule or regulation, than an attorney shall,
at the conclusion of such proceedings, file
with the agency the amount of fee charged
in connection with his services rendered in
such proceedings.

(c) After the fee Information is filed by an
attorney under (b) above, an agency may
determine, in acecordance with such pub-
lished rules or regulations as it may provide,
that such fee charged is excessive, If, after
notice to the attorney of this determination,
the agency and the attorney fall to agree
upon a fee, the agency may, within ninety
days after receipt of the information re-
quired by (b) above, petition the United
States district court in the district in which
the attorney maintains an office, and the
court shall determine a reasonable fee for
the services rendered by the attorney.

(d) As used in this Act—

(1) The term “administrative agency”
means any executive department or any
agency or Instrumentality thereof, any inde-
pendent administration, board, or commis-
sion of the Government, and any wholly
owned Government corporation.
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(2) The term “administrative proceeding”
means any application made to, and any
formal or informal proceeding, conference,
or meeting conducted by, any administra-
tive agency or any officer or employee thereof
for or in connection with the submission,
consideration, determination, adjudication,
or review of any claim against the United
States or any demand or request for any
monetary or other benefit or privilege under
any statute of the United States.

BSec. 2. This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the third month beginning after
the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 795), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

This bill was first Introduced by Senator
McClellan, of Arkansas, on March 15, 1965
(S. 1522) for the purpose of removing arbi-
trary limitations which are now placed upon
attorneys' fees for services rendered before
certain administrative agencles of the United
States. In a statement on behalf of his bill,
Senator McClellan sald:

“1 introduced this bill (S. 1522) to correct
what I consider to be inequities in the allow-
ance of attorneys’ fees in proceedings before
certain administrative agencies. Many of the
existing limitations * * * are a direct out-
growth of the depression years. The maxi-
mum amount now allowable reflects the gen-
eral attitude of that time."”

Senator McClellan's bill as amended, passed
the Senate on June 13, 1966. (See 8. Rept.
1233, 89th Cong., second sess.) In the 90th
Congress, on February 26, 1967, Senator Mc-
Clellan reintroduced his bill (S, 1073) in the
identical form as had previously passed the
Senate. The bill would repeal all existing
statutory and agency limitations on attor-
neys’ fees. It would permit attorneys to enter
into fee contracts with their client, subject
only to subsequent review by an administra-
tive agency of the United States to determine
if the fee charged 1s excessive.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The general rule followed by American
courts is that attorneys’ fees “are not ordi-
narily recoverable in the absence of a statute
or enforceable contract providing therefor”
(Arcambel v. Wiseman, 3 Dall. 306 (17986);
Fleischmann Distilling Corporation v. Maier
Brewing Co., 386 U.S. 714 (1967)).

There are today many statutes and agency
rules and regulations which now Impose
limitations on attorneys’ fees charged clients
for services rendered in connection with ad-
ministrative proceedings. (See p, 6 for list
compiled by the American Bar Foundation.)
These limitations can be grouped into three
general types:

(1) Fixed dollar limitations—such as a $10
fee for handling certaln Veterans’ Adminis-
tration cases;

(2) Fixed percentage limitations—such as
the 10-percent limitation for handling claims
before the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission; and

(3) Administrative discretion limitations—
such as exercised by the Soclal Security
Administration.

The origin of these statutory fee limita-
tlons is rooted in the desire of the Congress
to protect individual members of the public
from unconscionable representatives or
agents, whether lawyers or not, and to insure
that particular funds made available for spe-
clal legislative purposes, such as veterans’
benefits, soclal security, or restitution to In-
dians, are directed toward those purposes
with absolute minimum diversion on account
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of claims of lawyers, agents, or other repre-
sentatives. Furthermore, the Congress was
interested in discouraging champerty. Ac-
cording to Justice Brandels, “Congress has
sought both to prevent the stirring up of
unjust claims against the Government and
to reduce the temptation to adopt improper
methods of prosecution which contracts for
large fees contingent upon success have
sometimes bheen supposed to encourage.”
(Calhoun v. Massie, 268 US. 170, at 173-174,
1920. The Court in this case, and in a serles
of such cases, held these fee limitation
clauses constitutional. It was the opinion of
the Court that the Congress has power to
attach conditions to the pensions it chooses
to award, and thus lawyers were not deprived
of due process of law.)

Thus, when Congress enacted a new pen-
sion bill early in the Civil War, it included a
#5 fee limitation for presentation of a claim.
The rationalization for this limitation was
on grounds of the rapacity of attorneys and
agents, the naivete of the average pensioner,
and the simplicity of the administrative
procedure involved. Two years later, in 1864,
this fee cause was repealed in favor of a pro-
vision allowing a maximum fee of $10 for all
services rendered in securing a pension.

The legislative history of the various fee
limitations which 8. 1073 would remove is
significant only by the almost total absence
of attention given to the problem in congres-
sional hearings and reports. No doubt, many
fee limitation clauses were added as an ad
hoc response to evils, or imagined evils,
which may not necessarily have existed in
the bulk of cases to which the clauses apply.
The committee is of the opinion that, in too
many instances, the fee rider has been auto-
matically added without debate in Congress
and with little, if any, protest from the bar.

Hearings on 8. 1522 were held on Febru-
ary 28, 1966, before the Subcommittee on
Administrative Practice and Procedure. One
dominant theme raised by representatives
of the bar was that the existing system of
arbitrary limitations on attorneys' fees not
only is a breach of normal attorney-client
relationships, but also is against the best
interests of the claimant himself. Indeed, as
representatives of the American Bar Asso-
ciation informed the subcommittee, “the
right or privilege of belng represented by
counsel in a Federal administrative pro-
ceeding becomes hollow * * * if the private
party is prohibited from paying his attorney
other than a subnormal fee. Retaining one's
own counsel is a private right which deserves
safeguarding in fact as well as in theory.”

The committee is of the opinion that,
in many instances, the existing limitations
on attorneys’ fees deprive a claimant of
counsel of his own choosing. Abraham Lin-
coln has said that a lawyer's time and advice
are his stock in trade. And representatives of
the bar were frank to admit that—except for
motives of charity—a lawyer cannot afford
to take a case where he may not even be
relmbursed for his actual, out-of-pocket ex-
penses.

During the course of the hearing, the Vet-
erans’ Administration suggested that the
bill “presents the basic question as to
whether an individual claiming veterans’
benefits should be encouraged to obtain an
attorney to present his claim, with the re-
sultant expense, or whether he should be
encouraged to utilize the representation al-
ternatives now availlable to him, which in-
volve no cost on his part."”

Meritorious as this statement may appear,
S. 1073 is not intended to present a claim-
ant with a cholce of alternate remedies. The
committee 1s most cognizant of the excellent
representation which the many veterans' or-
ganizations provide, and S. 1073 would not
be interpreted so as to deprive these organi-
zations of any of their activities. In this con-
nection, 8. 1073 is intended merely to remove
any existing arbitrary limitations on attor-
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neys’ fees so that if legal assistance becomes
necessary—and if the claimant so desires—
competent counsel can be obtained.

It must also be noted that, whereas in
the area of veterans' affairs there are many
professional veterans' organizations offering
claims assistance, no such similar organiza-
tions exist in the many other areas to which
5. 1073 will apply.

During the course of the subcommittee
hearings, representatives of the Social Se-
curity Administration and the Department
of the Interior opposed enactment of such
an attorney fee bill. The committee believes
that most objections were met by the addi-
tion of the amendments to S. 1522, which
are now incorporated into S. 1073. Addition-
ally, the Department of Justice, in a letter
dated February 28, 1966, informed the com-
mittee that it, “agrees with the general
approach of 8. 1522, in its abolition of across-
the-board limitations on attorneys' fees and
services rendered in proceedings before Fed-
eral administrative agencies.”

The committee accordingly is of the opin-
ion that 8. 1073 effects a balancing of the
interests of all parties concerned; namely,
the individual claimant under a Federal
statute, his private lawyer, and the Govern-
ment itself.

WHAT 5. 1073 WOULD DO

8. 1073 would— '

1. Abolish fixed dollar amount, maxim
percentage of award, and administrative dis-
cretion types of limitation on attorneys’ fees
in administrative proceedings.

2. Allow attorneys' fees for services ren-
dered in administrative proceedings to be set
initially in the course of normal attorney-
client relationships.

3. Allow agencies in their discretion to
establish procedures for the disclosure of
attorneys' fees in those cases where existing
arbitrary limitations will be abolished,

4. Enable agencies in such cases to chal-
lenge any attorney's fee on grounds of its
excessiveness and to petition an appropriate
Federal district court if agreement on a
proper fee within a reasonable time is not
reached.

5. Leave unchanged the fee situation in
administrative proceedings unaffected by the
abolition of arbitrary limitations on at-
torneys’ fees.

PROHIBITING COERCION IN SOLICI-
TATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS

The bill (S. 1036) to protect mem-
bers of the Armed Forces of the United
States by prohibiting coercion in the so-
licitation of charitable contributions and
the purchase of Government securities
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

5. 1036

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. It shall be unlawful for any
commissioned officer, 45 defined in section
101, title 10, United States Code, or any mem-
ber of the Armed Forces acting or purporting
to act under his authority to coerce, or at-
tempt to coerce, any member of the Armed
Forces to Invest his earnings in bonds or
other obligations or securities issued by the
United States or any of its departments or
agencies, or to make donations to any in-
stitution or cause of any kind: Provided,
however, That nothing contained in this sub-
section shall be construed to prohibit any
commissioned officer or any member of the
Armed Forces acting or purporting to act
under his authority from calling meetings or
taking any action appropriate to afford to
any member of the Armed Forces of the
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United States the opportunity voluntarily to
invest his earnings in bonds or other obliga-
tions or securities issued by the United
States or any of its departments or agencies
or voluntarily to make donations to any in-
stitution or cause of any kind.

SEc. 2. Any commissioned officer as defined
in section 101, title 10, United States Code,
or any member of the Armed Forces acting
or purporting to act under his authority who
willfully violates any of the provisions of this
:L:'t, shall be punished as a court-martial may

ect.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
796), explaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

FURPOSE

This bill is intended to prohibit coercive
practices that have some times occurred in
the Armed Forces during campaigns to sell
savings bonds and to solicit charitable
donations.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

During the past five Congresses the Sub-
committee on Constitutional Rights of the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary has con-
ducted extensive investigations into various
types of governmental activity involving in-
vasions of privacy of civillan and military
employees of the U.S. Government,

Of the violations of individual rights
found by the subcommittee, some of the
worst occurred in connection with tech-
nigues employed to secure participation in the
periodic campaigns to sell Government sav-
ings bonds and to solicit contributions to
charity drives.

As a result of the abuses discovered dur-
ing these studies, legislation was introduced
in the 89th Congress and again in the 90th
Congress to protect Government employees
in their basic rights to privacy. S. 1035, which
was intended to prevent coercive practices
against civillan employees of the Govern-
ment, was approved by the Senate on Sep-
tember 13 by a vote of 79 to 4. Section 1(h)
of that bill is similar to S. 1036, which is a
companion bill designed to protect members
of the Armed Forces agalnst coercion to par-
ticipate in bond sales or to donate to charity.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

The files of the Subcommittee on Consti-
tutional Rights are replete with correspond-
ence from members of the Armed Forces
complaining about the pressures used
against them to participate in purchasing
bonds or in contributing to various causes.

Among the threats, reprisals, and punish-
ment are these: denials of leave to service-
men departing for Vietnam, refusal of week-
end passes, detrimental reports that mar a
serviceman's record and often impede his
advancement, officlal threats of denial of
promotion, and assignment of unpleasant
duties or undesirable working hours. The
extent of reprisals varies with the ingenulty
and imagination of the persons responsible
for filling the quotas.

Coerclon and pressure tactics are forbid-
den officially by policies of the Department
of Defense. But it is impractical by admin-
istrative action to police the violations of
the principle of voluntary participation. It
is extremely difficult to investigate and cor-
rect instances of coerclion hecause most of
the pressures are applied orally and thus
are impossible to verify conclusively and be-
cause most of the complainants ask that
thelr names not be used to avold punishment
by the superiors in the chain of command
whose actions were the subject of the com-
plaint.
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The committee does not wish to discour-
age thrift or charitable contributions, and
the bill makes clear that there is mo pro-
hibition against actlon to give members of
the Armed Forces an opportunity to invest
their earnings in bonds voluntarily or to
make voluntary contributions. But the com-
mittee is convinced that much of the activity
in this area is excessive to the point of in-
timidation, The committee expects that not
many members of the Armed Forces will be
prosecuted under the authority of this bill,
but the bill should act as a deterrent against
ltil'.;; ﬁlnds of abuses that have been estab-

ed.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR LONG OF
LOUISIANA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I wish
to take this occasion, before the vote on
the unfinished business, the social secu-
rity bill, is concluded, to express my ad-
miration and gratification to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lonc], the deputy majority leader and
the chairman of the Committee on
Finance. The outstanding skill he has
shown in managing this most compre-
hensive, difficult, and technical bill, for
the past week will remain as a lasting
impression on the minds of all Senators.

He has conducted himself with great
dignity, decorum, understanding, and
tolerance. He has been able to answer
the questions raised with clarity and
skill. He is to be commended for conduct-
ing, in the highest traditions of the
Senate, the type of management which
we all admire and appreciate, especially
when a bill of this magnitude is before
us. Its carefully drawn provisions repre-
sent a major achievement for the count-
less number of Americans who will bene-
fit. But the real achievement today is
the one about to occur when the Senate
votes to pass HR. 12080. This will be
Senator Lowng’s achievement; one he can
add to his already abundant record in
the service of the Nation.

I should also like to extend my com-
mendation to the distinguished senior
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams],
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Finance, who, although he
had some very strong differences of opin-
fon, did not in any way delay the work
of the Senate. He expressed his views
with clarity and decisiveness, with deep
sincerity and conviction. He made a dis-
tinet and enriching contribution. His
deep understanding of the many facets
of our social security system, his knowl-
edge of the many provisions of this bill
were of immense assistance.

There are others who are to be com-
mended. The Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS], the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnpERsoN] and the others on the
committee deserve praise for their strong
efforts both in committee and here in
the Chamber.

The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Curtis] is to be singled out
for his outstanding contribution. He
urged his views with great conviction and
sincerify though they differed in many
respects from those of a majority of the
Senate. The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
ProuTy] similarly deserves the praise of
the Senate for again manifesting his
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deep and abiding devotion to our elderly
citizens,

I particularly wish to note the contri-
bution of the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGoverN] whose profound in-
terest in and strong support for this
vitally important measure has served
immensely to assure what I am certain
will be an overwhelming success. His co-
operation throughout the consideration
of the measure was splendid.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HAR-
rIs] shares the gratitude of the Senate
for his diligence and efforts in behalf of
this measure, as do the Senators from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE and Mr, Bayu], the
Senators from New York [Mr. Javits and
Mr. KenneEpy] and the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. MiLLER]. They, along with the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Mon-
ToYAl and others, urged their views
clearly and articulately, offered amend-
ments which often met the approval of
the Senate and generally helped to make
the discussion and debate on this bill of
the highest caliber and in the best tradi-
tions of the Senate.

So again, to Senator RusseLL B.
Lone, to the committee which he so ably
chairs and to the Senate goes the heart-
felt thanks of the leadership, and the
thanks of a grateful nation for co-
operating so magnificently to ready the
sweeping improvements of the social se-
curity program and the other benefits
proposed in H.R. 12080 for final disposi-
tion—a disposition, I am confident, that
will be highly, highly favorable. It will
be a lasting credit to this body.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chalr, on behalf of the Vice President,
under the provisions of Public Law 81-
754, appoints the following Senator to
the National Historical Publications
Commission: Senator PELL.

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice Pres-
ident, under the provisions of Public Law
170 of the T4th Congress, appoints the
following Senator to attend the Interpar-
liamentary Union meeting, to be held at
Rome, Italy, on December 3-9, 1967:
Senator LAUSCHE.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (8. 1031) to amend further the
Peace Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), as
amended.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills of
the Senate, severally with an amend-
ment, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate:

8. 910. An act for the relief of the estate
of Patrick E. Eagan;

8. 1367. An act to authorize the Secretary

of the Inferior to prevent terminations of oil
and gas leases in cases where there is a nom-
inal deficlency in the rental payment, and
to authorize him to reinstate under some
conditions oil and gas leases terminated by
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operation of law for fallure to pay rental
timely; and

S. 2514. An act to grant the consent of
Congress to the Wheeling Creek Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention District
compact.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
and joint resolution in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2760, An act for the relief of Sondra
D. Shaw;

H.R. 38528. An act for the relief of Isaac
Chervony, M.D.;

H.R. 4818. An act for the relief of O. P.
Becken;

H.R. 4819. An act for the relief of Ralph
W. Heneman;

H.R. 4820. An act for the relief of Sylvan
H. Miller;

H.R. 4821. An act for the relief of Arnold
E. Remmen;

H.R. 6305. An act for the rellef of Claud
Ferguson;

HR, 6890. An act for the relief of Lester
W. Hein and Sadie Hein;

H.R. 8476. An act to confer U.S, citizenship
posthumously upon Pfe. Alfred Sevenski;

H.R. 8481, An act for the relief of Richard
Belk;

H.R. 9063. An act to amend the Interna-
tional Claims Settlement Act of 1948, as
amended, to provide for the timely deter-
mination of certain claims of American na-
tionals, and for other purposes;

H.R. 10864. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to convey certaln lands
in Saline County, Ark., to the Dierks Forests,
Inc., and for other purposes;

H.R. 12019. An act to exempt from taxa-
tion certain property of the B'nal B’rith
Henry Monsky Foundation in the District of
Columbia; and

H.J. Res. 859. Joint resolution extending
for 1 year the emergency provisions of the
urban mass transportation program.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

H.R. 2760. An act for the relief of Sondra
D. Shaw;

H.R.3528. An act for the relief of Isaac
Chervony, M.D.;

H.R.4818. An act for the relief of O. P.
Becken;

H.R. 4819. An act for the relief of Ralph
W. Heneman;

H.R. 4820. An act for the relief of Sylvan H.
Miller;

H.R. 4821. An act for the relief of Arnold
E. Remmen;

H.R. 6305. An act for the rellef of Claud
Ferguson;

H.R. 6800. An act for the relief of Lester
W. Hein and Sadie Hein;

H.R. B476. An act to confer U.S. citizenship
posthumously upon Pfe. Alfred Sevenski; and

H.R. 8481. An act for the relief of Richard
Belk; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 9063. An act to amend the Interna-
tional Claims BSettlement Act of 1049, as
amended, to provide for the timely deter-
mination of certain claims of American na-
tionals, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

H.R. 10864. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to convey certain lands
in Saline County, Ark., to the Dierks Forests,
Inc., and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

H.R. 12019. An act to exempt from taxation
certain property of the B'mal B'rith Henry
Monsky Foundation in the District of Co-
lumblia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.
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PROPOSED CONCESSION CONTRACT
FOR PUBLIC SERVICES IN LASSEN
VOLCANIC NATIONAL PARK,
CALIF.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a proposed con-
cession contract for public services in
Lassen Volcanic National Park, Calif.,
which, with the accompanying papers,
was referred to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the Sen-
ate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDING OFFICER:

A resolution adopted by the Legislature of
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, en-
dorsing the proposed plan to reestablish
military installations in Rota, Tinian, Saipan,
and the Northern Islands; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the City of Cambridge, Mass., praying for
the enactment of legislation to ellminate
poverty; to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia, without amendment:

H.R. 8582. An act to amend chapter 7 of
title 11 of the District of Columbia Code to
increase the number of assoclate judges on
the District of Columbia court of appeals
from two to five, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 802).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

H.R.2520. An act to amend the act of Sep-
tember 8, 1960, relating to the Washington
Channel waterfront (Rept. No. 803).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, with an amend-
ment:

8.1629. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia to enter
into joint contracts for supplies and services
on behalf of the District of Columbia and
for other political divisions and subdivisions
in the National Capital region (Rept. No.
804).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia, with amendments:

S.15632. A bill to require that contracts for
construction, alteration, or repair of any pub-
lic building or public work of the District of
Columbia be accompanled by a performance
bond protecting the District of Columbia and
by an additional bond for the protection of
persons furnishing material and labor, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. B05).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLOTT (for himself and Mr.
DoOMINICK) :

S. 2686. A bill to provide workmen's com-
pensation protection to certain individuals
who, while employed in, or in connection
with, the mining of radloactive material, suf-
fer injury or death from the effects of radia-
tion; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.
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(See the remarks of Mr. ALrLoTT when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. LAUSCHE (by request):

S. 2687. A bill to amend section 17 of the
Interstate Commerce Act to provide for ju-
dicial review of orders of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for
himself, Mr. Case, Mr, EENNEDY of
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY of New
York, Mr. Morsg, Mr. YARBOROUGH,
Mr. Crarx, Mr. Prrn, and Mr.
JAVITS) @

5. 2688. A bill to extend and otherwise
amend certain expiring provisions of the
Public Health Service Act for migrant health
services; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. WnLLiaMSs of New
Jersey when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr, ALLOTT:

8. 2689. A bill for the relief of Aldo Fer-
retti; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

5.2600. A bill to settle the land claims
of the Indlans, Aleuts, and Eskimos of
Alaska against the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

RESOLUTION

CONTINUATION OF SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE OF THE ORGANIZATION
OF THE CONGRESS THROUGH
JANUARY 31, 1968

Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr.
Boggs, Mr. Casg, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
MunpT, and Mr. SpARKMAN) submitted
a resolution (S. Res. 188) continuing
the Special Committee on the Organi-
zation of the Congress through Jan-
uary 31, 1968, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. MONRONEY,
;vhic):h appears under a separate head-
ng.

RELIEF OF URANIUM MINERS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, earlier
this year the Nation’s attention was di-
rected to a tragic situation regarding the
incidence of lung cancer among uranium
miners. The news media carried several
stories concerning the deaths of uranium
miners attributable to lung cancer. Cer-
tain members of the medical profession
have expressed the opinion that there is
a connection between exposure to radon
gas and the incidence of lung cancer. Dr.
Victor Archer of the Occupational
Health Field Station, U.S. Public Health
Service, Salt Lake City, Utah, in testi-
fying before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy on July 26, 1967, made
this observation:

I was pleased to note that in earlier testi-
mony at these hearings, no one challenged
the concept that radiation exposure in ura-
nium mines can cause lung cancer among
miners. That represents progress; 10, or even

5 years ago, I am sure that that concept
would have been challenged.

Despite Dr. Archer’s note of “prog-
ress,” it would appear that the medical
panel of the Utah Industrial Commission
does not share his opinion. In an Au-
gust 24, 1967, decision of the Utah Su-
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preme Court, such a finding was
apparently sustained.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Garner decision of the
Utah Supreme Court be inserted in the
REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the deci-
sion was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoRD, as follows:

[In the Supreme Court of the State of Utah,
No. 10667, filed August 24, 1967, L. M.
Cummings, clerk]

EoLA MARGARET GARNER, WIDOW, AND JAMES
DoucLAs GARNER AND PAMELA GARNER,
MiNor CHILDREN OF DoUGLAS GARNER, DE-
CEASED, PLAINTIFFS, v. HECLA MINING COM~
PANY AND THE INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF
UTtAaH, DEFENDANTS

Crockett, Chief Justice:

Plaintiffs, the widow and children of Doug-
las Garner, attack the findings and order of
the Industrial Commission denying benefits
for his death which they contend resulted
from an occupational disease caused from
working as a uranium miner for the defend-
ant Hecla Mining Company.

Mr. Garner had worked In and around
uranium mines since 1940; 15 years of it
underground. The last eight years had been
in Utah, four years of that for the defendant
Hecla Mining Company. He became ill and
was hospitalized on July 14, 1963, Tests were
taken which revealed extensive carcino-
matosis (a form of cancer), involving the
lungs, bronchus, preaortic nodes, liver,
spleen, and adrenal glands, After his death,
September 15, 1963, the autopsy report
showed that he had severe aortic arthero-
sclerosis and coronary atherosclerosis.

Our occupational disease statutes were
enacted as an adjunct to the compensation
previously provided for accidental injurles to
further implement one of the main policy
considerations which underlies workmen’s
compensation: that industry should bear the
burdens of the human casualty it causes.
Due largely to the difficulty in ascertaining
causal relationships it has proceeded into
that fleld with caution, limiting coverage to
certain named diseases and adding: such
other diseases or injuries to health which
“directly arise as a natural incident of the
exposure occasioned by the employment” and
only where it iz shown there is a “direct and
proximate causal connection between the
conditions of the work and the occupational
disease,” and which does not result from a
hazard to which the workman would have
been equally exposed outside of the employ~
ment.?

Plaintiffs urge the persuasiveness of statis-
tical data, scientific evidence and medical
opinion that there is a much higher than
average incidence of lung cancer in uranium
miners. The hazardous agent is radon gas.
When a man breathes it, it changes In several
chemical steps to the end product, known as
lead-210. This accumulates in the kidneys,
liver, spleen and especially the bones. By
autopsy it can be determined to some degree
the exposure a person had to the radon gas.
Correlating with this, it was shown that Mr.
Garner had 34 times as much lead-210 in
his bones as the average for a nonminer; and
that the Hecla Mine had about 2%, times as
much of the radon gas as the “recommended
working level” approved by the Federal Gov-
ernment and some states which have regula-
tions on the subject,

The foregoing evidence came from compe-

17U.C.A. 1953, 36-2-26, 27, first enacted In
1941 as Ch. 41, Sec. 27, 28.

2 U.C.A. 1953, 356-2-27(28). This subsection
sets out the requirements for other diseases
to be included with the diseases enumerated
in 35-2-27. They duplicate the requisites for
proximate causation of occupational diseases
in 35-2-26.
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tent sources, including Dr. Victor E, Archer,
an apparently well qualified expert who had
had large experience and had done investi-
gation and research in this field. He was not
the attending physician but upon the basis
of the foregoing information was of the
opinion that there was a very high possibility
that the death of Mr. Garner resulted from
lung cancer caused by the radon gas present
in uranium mines. This is the foundation of
plaintiffs’ argument that the Commission
was capricious and arbitrary in its refusal to
find that the cause of Mr. Garner's death
was an occupational disease as defined in our
statutes referred to above.

We have no doubt about the propriety of
recelving and considering the evidence above
referred to, and of scientific data and expert
opinions based thereon concerning the high
incidence of lung cancer in uranium miners,
because they are relevant to the critical prob-
lem here. This evidence is indeed somewhat
impressive and may well be regarded as call-
ing attention to the question whether lung
cancer of uranium miners should be included
in the occupational diseases specified by
statute as compensable. However, that is a
legislative, not a judicial problem.

Under our statutes and long established
decisional law there are insuperable obstacles
to the granting of the relief sought by plain-
tiffs on this appeal: it was their burden to
show affirmatively and to so persuade the
Commission that Mr, Garner’s death resulted
from a disease caused by his occupation. It is
the prerogative of the Commission, and not
of any individual witness, or even of the
medical panel, to judge the credibility of the
evidence, and upon the basis of the whole
evidence to determine the facts. The plain-
tiffs having failed to so persuade the Com-
mission, it is the duty of this court to survey
the evidence in the light most favorable to
the findings and order; and we cannot re-
verse and compel an award unless there is
credible evidence without substantial con-
tradiction which points so clearly and per-
suasively in plaintiffs’ favor that fallure to so
find must be regarded as capricious and arbi-
trary. Conversely, if there is any reasonable
basis in the evidence, or from the lack of evi-
dence, which will justify the refusal to so
find, we must affirm.?

While it seems logical that the unusually
high incidence of lung cancer in uranium
miners would indicate in the same ratio the
higher probability than otherwise that such
was the cause of the disease, it nevertheless
falls short of compelling a finding that such
was the cause in any individua' case. For
illustration, in a more commonly known
fleld: the fact that the Incidence of lung
cancer in heavy cigarette smokers is 30%
to 50% higher than in nonsmokers does not
necessarily compel that conclusion that any
individual smoker's case of lung cancer re-
sulted from cigarette smoking. The disease
also arises quite independently of and there-
fore apparently from other causes than cig-
arette smoking. Incidentally on the subject
of cigarettes, it was shown that Mr. Garner
himself had smoked a package a day for
about 20 years.

The insuperable difficulty in plaintiffs’
attack on the “ommission's finding is that
they improperly attempt to focus considera-
tion of the issues exclusively upon their own
view of the evidence and theories of the case.
While some aspects of the statistical data
and medical theories harmonize with their
contention, others failed to do so. For in-
stance, Dr. Saccomanno, the pathologist
called by them, acknowledged the well
known but unfortunate uncertainty as to the
cause of cancer. He readily admitted that, in

i See Kent v. Industrial Commission, 89
Utah 389, 657 P. 2d 724; Kavalinakis v. Indus-
trial Commission, 67 Utah 174, 246 Pac. 698;
and for a recent case quite analogous see
Vause v. Industrial Commission, 17 Utah 2d
217, 407 P. 2d 10086.
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any given individual, “there are a great many
unknown factors as to what might cause can-
cer” and that “. . . it could be concluded that
the radon gas alone didn't cause the problem
incident to the death, but it's merely based
on a statistical study of a given number of
cases.”

Consistent with the foregoing and
corroborating the existence of unknown
factors and uncertainty as to causation, is
the report of the medical panel to which
this case was referred for examination: “We
cannot confirm that the lung carcinoma was
caused by exposure to uranium mining
occupation.” There is thus a reasonable basis
in the evidence for the refusal of the Com-
mission to find in accordance with the
plaintiffs’ contention. Upon the principles
stated above it is our duty to affirm the deci-
sion.t No costs awarded.

We concur:

E. R, CALLISTER, Jr.,
Justice.
F. HENRI HENRIOD,
Justice.
A. H. ELLETT,
Justice.

Tuckett, Justice (Dissenting) :

I dissent. It appears from the record that
that the Commission based its findings in
this matter upon the findings of the medical
panel. The Commission in its order stated as
follows:

“The Commission concurs that ‘Mr. Gar-
ner's death was not caused by exposure to
uranium or its byproducts.”’ Further, that the
lung carcinoma of Mr, Garner was not caused
by the exposure occasioned by his working
in the occupation of a uranium miner.”

The medical panel to which this matter
was referred by the Commission received
evidence and medical data from various
sources and thereafter concluded that the
evidence was insufficient to establish that
the cancer from which Mr. Garner died re-
sulted from his exposure to radon gas or
other byproducts of uranium ore, There was
some evidence before the panel from which
it might have concluded that the decedent’s
cancerous condition resulted from his over-
exposure to radiation while working in the
mines. After objections were filed by the
plaintiffs to the report of the medical panel,
further proceedings were had before the
Commission at which time Dr. Elmer L. Kil-
patrick, chairman of the panel, was exam-
ined by counsel for the respective parties. In
response to questions by counsel for the
plaintiffs, Dr, Kilpatrick testified in part as
follows:

“Q. (By counsel) I think we have discussed
this once. Assuming that it was there, with
the exposure to hazards which you have
enumerated here, then would you say—as-
suming that the cancer was there—would
you say that probably this exposure lighted
it up, or caused it to go ahead and cause his
death in a shorter time than it would have if
he hadn't worked in the mines?

“A. No, I wouldn't use the word ‘probable’,
I would use the word ‘possible’. And we con-
sider the term ‘beyond a reasonable doubt’ is
a pretty good phrase to use.

“Q. You mean in Utah, in order to recover,
you doctors have to say that it is beyond a
reasonable doubt? Is this your understand-
ing?

“A, Yes.

“Q. I see, And you are not willing to say
that beyond a reasonable doubt Mr. Garner
died of lung cancer as a result of overex-
posure to radiation; is this correct?

“A. Yes.

“Q. And the panel applied that rule in this
case; is that right?

“A. Among all the other considerations, of
course.”"

It would appear from the foregoing that

4 Ibid.: and see also Edlund v. Industrial
C&mmission. et al., 122 Utah 238, 248 P. 2d
865.
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the medical panel assumed that the plaintiffs
had the burden of proving beyond a reason-
able doubt the causal connection between the
decedent’s exposure to radon gas while work-
ing in the mines and his cancerous condition
from which he dled, The Commission by
adopting the report of the medical panel and
its findings in respect to the claims of the
plaintiffs adopted the same standard of proof.
Neither the statutes nor the decisions of this
court require that a claimant has the burden
of proving his claim beyond a reasonable
doubt.

I am of the opinion that it was prejudicial
error on the part of the Commission to re-
quire that the claims of the plaintiffs be
established beyond a reasonable doubt. I am
in favor of returning the case to the Com-
mission for further proceedings.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am in-
formed that the State of Colorado is the
only State which recognizes the inhala-
tion of radon gas as an industrial hazard.
For several years Colorado's industrial
commission has granted compensation
benefits for lung cancer victims who were
employed in uranium mining. The first
of these cases goes back to October 1958,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a digest of the lung cancer cases
before the Colorado Industrial Commis-
sion be inserted in the REecorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the digest
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DicesT oF LuNc Cawcer Cases FiLep WITH
THE STATE COMPENSATION INSURANCE FUND

I.C. NO. 1-385-656, S.F. NO. 102554 ROBERT D.
JOHNSON ¥. ROBERT D. JOHNSON MINING CO.

This was the first case which was tried
formally at a hearing relating to the problem
of lung cancer allegedly the result of ura-
nium mining. The clalmant, the deceased,
filed a claim in October of 1858 alleging that
he was suffering from lung cancer due to
uranium mining. His disablement began Au-
gust 22, 1958 and he died November 15, 1958
before the case was determined, Thereafter,
his widow filed a claim and the case was
heard on the basis of her claim for death
benefits. Hearings were had in Denver and in
Grand Junction. In Denver, the medical
testimony of Dr. Allan Hurst, specialist in
chest diseases, was taken, as well as the testi-
mony of Mr. P. W. Jacoe of the State Depart-
ment of Health and Dr. David Berman, who
testified on behalf of the widow that in his
opinion exposure to radon gas was the cause
of the development of lung cancer; Dr. Allan
Hurst, called by the respondents, testified
that the exposure to radon gas as a cause
of lung cancer should be definitely ruled in
in this case.

Following this hearing, the case was con-
tinued to Grand Junction and the testimony
of Mr. Duncan Holaday and Dr. Victor E.
Archer of the U.S. Public Health Labhoratory
in Balt Lake City was taken. Both of these
men testified that in their opinion lung can-
cer is caused by exposure to radon gas. In
this case, the pathologist, Doctor Saccoman-
no, reported that the type of cell was squa-
mous cell carcinoma. The case was compen-
sated. Total compensation benefits, $11,466;
funeral benefits, $500; medical expense pald,
$1,553.61.

1.C. NO, 1-309-961, S.F. NO. 96236 THOMAS VAN
ARSDALE ¥. THOMAS VAN ARSDALE

In this case, the widow of the deceased
filed a claim on August 6, 1957, alleging that
her husband became disabled due to cecupa-
tional disease (lung cancer) September 2,
1956 and died November 19, 1956. The claim
was filed August 6, 1957, or more than six
months from the date of death. The defense

A - . LASsRT ST~ A i |
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of the statute of limitations was interposed
and, without going into detail, the proceed-
ings were long and drawn out and resulted
in a final award of the Commission on May
4, 1966 holding that the claim was barred by
the statute of limitations. As far as the
merits are concerned, there was little doubt
but that Van Arsdale died as the result of
lung cancer caused by uranium mining.
However, his exposure and death occurred
long before the 1961 amendment to the
Workmen's Compensation Act and there is
but little question but that the case was
barred by the statute of limitations, This was
one of three cases in connection with which
a special trip was made by a Referee of the
Industrial Commission to take the testimony
of Dr. Vietor Archer and Mr. Duncan Holaday
in Salt Lake City.

I.C. NO., 1-512-811, S8.F. NO. 113751: VIRGIL 8.
NIDIFFER V. VIRGIL S, NIDIFFER

In this case, the deceased, both as em-
ployer and employee, filed a first report of
accident reciting that on August 12, 1960 he
was made aware that he had lung cancer. He
left work on August 22, 1960. He died Febru-
ary 15, 1961, A claim was filed by the widow
in February 1962. The respondents filed a
denial of liability, Including the question of
limitations. However, in the Spring of 1961,
the legislature amended the law extending
the time of the statute and this was done
before the widow's rights expired. It was
ruled that the statute of limitations, there-
fore, did not apply. Many hearings were had
in this case and finally a hearing was held
in Salt Lake City. Further testimony of
Doctor Archer and Duncan Holaday were
taken. Doctor Archer was positive in his
opinion that the exposure to radon gas
caused the lung cancer which resulted in
the death of the deceased. The case was com-
pensated. Total compensation, $12,698; fu-
neral benefits, $500; total medical, $1,912.16.

I.C. NO. 1-662-437, S.F. NO. 127307: EKERMIT
BURBRIDGE ¥. CLIMAX URANIUM cCO.

In this case, the employer filed a report
reciting that the deceased left work on Sep-
tember 20, 1962 on account of carcinoma,
bronchogenic, undifferentiated. Burbridge
filed a claim October 19, 1962 with the In-
dustrial Commission alleging in substance
the same thing. Before the case could be
heard, Burbridge died on October 20, 1962
and his widow proceeded with the claim.
The death certificate stated oat cell earci-
noma. Autopsy diagnosls by Doctor Saun-
ders was carcinoma undifferentiated. This
was another case In which the hearing was
had in Salt Lake City, In addition to the
two cases just preceding.

Mr. Holaday testified that the man worked
36 months from 1936 to 1939 in the Long
Park area In Colorado and then worked at
various times up to the date of his final col-
lapse in the Uravan area. He had exposures
running from 25 to 15 times the recom-
mended working levels. This man was a
member of Doctor Archer's so-called study
group. The original study group consisted
of 3000 or 4000 men who were examined
periodically to determine whether or not
they would acquire lung cancer while en-
gaged in uranium mining. He gave it as his
opinion that Burbridge's death was due to
exposure to radon gas. The case was com-
pensated. Total compensation, $12,5698.25;
funeral benefits, $500; total medical, $470.48.

(Note—The immediately proceding three
cases are of a special interest because at the
hearings held in Salt Lake City in conjunc-
tion with all three cases a great deal of highly
technical testimony was developed which
would be of value In other ecases. Tran-
scripts of the testimony taken are In the
Commission file, and also the Fund has a
copy of the transcript of the testimony taken
at the hearings.)
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I.C. NO. 1-725-884, S.F. NO, 133131; I1.C. NO. 1-
T726-902, S.F. NO. 133607. OSCAR E. JONSON
V. JONSON MINING CO., AND CLIMAX URANIUM
CORP.

These two cases involve the same name.
The first case, I.C. No. 1-725-994, S.F. No.
133131, was filed on the basis of injury to the
right lung because of the siphoning of gaso-
line, and fumes. A dlagnosis, however,
was of metastatic anaplastic carcinoma.
Then the second case was opened, which is
apparently a duplicate, l.e., I.C. No. 1-726-
902, 5.F. No. 133607, giving the date of acci-
dent as 7-30-63. It also recited damage to
the man’s lungs from siphoning gasoline.
Jonson left work August 6, 1963 and died
December 23, 1963. His widow filed a clalm
alleging lung cancer due to radioactive ma-
terial. Liability was contested and when the
case finally went to hearing on July 22, 1964,
the claimant’s attorney appeared and stated
that he had not been able to get in touch
with his client as she had remarried some-
time in April of 1964, and that she was the
only dependent. Because there was less than
8 year's compensation due her, apparently
she did not desire to proceed with the case.
Consequently, the Referee entered an order
on July 28, 1964 continuing the case to be
redocketed within four months. On March
3, 1965, an order of dismissal, which s ap-
parently applicable to both cases, was en-
tered. Nothing further was heard between
the date of the hearing of July 1964 and the
dismissal order from the clalmant or her
attorney.

1C, NO. 1-633-172, S.F. NO. 124732: GEORGE
JEFFERSON MALICK ¥. VANADIUM CORP. OF
AMERICA

This case was initiated by the filing of a
claim by the widow of the deceased May 23,
1862, wherein she alleged that Malick died
as the result of lung cancer on January 13,
1961. Notice of contest was entered raising
the statute of limitations. The issue was
raised that no claim was filed within one year
from the date of the deceased’s death. At the
time of his death, the limitation for filing a
claim was six months from the date of death.
In April 1961, however, the law was amended
allowing three years from the date of death.
Following the filing of briefs, the Referee
entered an order denying the claim on the
ground that no claim was filed within one
year from the date of her husband’s death
and no reasonable excuse for her failure was
provided which could perhaps bring her
within the two-year statute.

In retrospect, it may be saild that an in-
Justice was done to the widow of the deceased
on the question of the statute of limitations
for the reason that she was probably allowed
three years in which to file a clalm from the
date of death. The 1961 amendment was
passed before the six months period from the
date of death had expired, thereby possibly
extending the time in which the widow had
a right to file. Regrettably, no appeal was
taken so that the legal questions could be
determined and the file was closed. Since
this is an occupational disease case, unfortu-
nately the case cannot be reopened.

I.C. NO. 1-766-175, S8.F. NO, 136767: RAY W.
HASKILL ¥V. UNION CARBIDE CORP,

In this case, the claimant filed a claim in
February 1964 alleging that he became dis-
abled on account of lung cancer in his right
lung December 17, 1963 as the result of ex-
posure to radon gas in uranium mining. The
attending physician filed a report stating that
he was suffering from lung cancer due to a
combination of radiation and smoking. He
died April 12, 1964. The report from the em-
ployer showed exposure to radon gas varying
from 1.7 to 4.1 times the working level. The
company advised that they felt there had not
been sufficient exposure in their mine to
cause or affect the growth of the lung cancer.
Before the Fund could begin an exhaustive
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investigation, including the attending med-
ical reports, the claimant, through her attor-
ney, elected to withdraw the claim for the
reason that they were unable to find any evi-
dence which would support proof of a causal
connection between the deceased's employ-
ment and his death from cancer. Accordingly,
the claim was denied by the Referee on Au-
gust 12, 1964.

1.C. NO, 1-792-942, S.F. NO. 139240. SHELDON R.
HOULE ¥. PINNACLE EXPLORATION, INC.

This case was initiated by the filing of a
claim by the deceased's widow on July 2,
1964, alleging that her husband died on No-
vember 19, 1963 as the result of lung can-
cer caused by exposure to radicactive ma-
terials and substances, The employer re-
ported that the deceased had worked in the
Pitch Mine located ten miles south of Sar-
gents, Colorado in Saguache County, and
that to their knowledge this was the only
mine in which Mr, Houle had been employed
where there was uranium mining, Readings
of the working levels of exposure in the
mine taken by the State Metal Mining In-
spector’s office from June 1961 to August
1962 showed working level exposures varying
from very small exposure of .45 to exposures
as high as 170.0 times the recommended
working level, Autopsy was done and tissue
was sent to Dr. Geno Saccomanno in Grand
Junction who examined the tissue and found
that the carcinoma was undifferentiated
cells. Doctor Archer reported that tests on
the tissue showed 136.02 plcocurles per kilo-
gram of fresh bone; the liver showed 33.21;
the kidneys showed 173.68.

Examination of the tissue showed the
presence of lead-210 in a sample of the rib
amounting to 509.54 plcocurles per kilogram;
61.18 of the liver; 14.96 In the kidney. We
also received a report that the Pitch Mine
was one of the hottest mines in the State
insofar as radiation is concerned.

Consequently, after full consideration and
discussion by the Office Board, it was de-
cided we would admit Hability In this case.
Total compensation benefit, $13,693.75; fu-
neral, $500; total medical, $2,790.80.

IC. NO. 1-785—648, S.F. NO. 138467. MATTHEW P.
ROWE ?. LA SALLE MINING CO.

This clalm was initially instituted by a
report from the company, in which the de-
ceased was a partner, alleging that he left
work because of lung cancer acquired in
uranium mining on April 1, 1964. It appeared
in the file that this man also had done some
work in Utah and, with our encouragement,
he filed a clalm in Utah. Also, there Is a
question as to where he sustained the last
injurious . He died February 22,
1965. His widow continued with the claim.
Following his death, the autopsy disclosed,
according to Dr. Geno Saccomanno, undif-
ferentiated squamous cell carcinoma. A re-
port from Dr. Oscar Auerbach, Senior Med-~
ical Investigator, VA Hospital, East Orange,
New Jersey, was to the effect that in his
opinion this was carcilnoma, oat cell-2A, un-
differentiated. There seems to be but little
question concerning the type of cancer, as
Doctor Saccomanno has used the term
“squamous cell, undifferentiated” to describe
oat cell carcinoma. Tissue taken from the
man’s body showed, In most instances, at
least twice the amount of lead-210 in his
body as compared to that found in a normal
body. The clalm in Utah was denied by the
Utah Industrial Commission on the ground
that the disability of the deceased was not
due to occupational hazard of uranium
mining.

The clalmant elected to cross-examine and
put on further testimony, and finally, on
October 21, 1965, the Utah Commission en-
tered an order denying the claim on the
ground that the exposure to radon while em-
ployed in Utah was negligible and that the
Colorado exposure was exceedingly high. The
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last part of this order, of course, was correct
because he did have exceedingly high ex-
posure in Colorado. In view of this situation,
therefore, we decided to accept liability and
an admission of liability was filed. Total
compensation benefits, $14,789.25; funeral,
$500; total medical, $635.12.

1.C. NO. 1-787-693, 5.F. NO. 138775. CLYDE
ANDRESS ¥, VANADIUM CORP. OF AMERICA

In this case, the employer filed a report
stating the above-named claimant became
disabled April 3, 1964, and that the company
had been requested to report the disease al-
though they had no knowledge of it. In the
first report, the employer stated that the man
was suffering from silicosis. The deceased
died May 18, 1964. The dilagnosis was lung
cancer and silicosis. A claim was filed by his
widow. Autopsy was done by Dr. Geno Sac-
comanno, Grand Junction, who made a diag-
nosis, among other things, of small cell car-
cinoma. Radioanalysis of tissue was done by
the laboratory in Salt Lake City, and Doctor
Archer reported as follows:

Lead Pb-210 at death as pc/Kg of formalin
fized tissue

ST S ) M T T R R Sl

Heart muscle

Doctor Archer stated that one physician
reported the type of cell as squamous, and
another as undifferentiated carcinoma having
the characteristics of an oat cell carcinoma.
The work history showed he spent some years
in various uranium mines, and reports on
the mines in which he worked showed in
many instances exposures considerably in
excess of one working level. Some of them
ranging as high as 32 to 51 working levels.

There were two or three hearings in this
case during which lay testimony was chiefly
taken to develop the history and the type of
exposure. The Fund finally notified the Com-
mission that it did not care to have further
hearings or put on any medical evidence.
The case was compensated. Total compensa-
tion, $14,867.560; funeral, $500; total medical
paid, $858.50.

I1.C., NO. 1-820—401, S5.F. NO. 142886. CAREY N.
ATHEY ¥, MERRY WIDOW MINE

This case was Initiated by the report from
the employer reciting that the deceased be-
came disabled October 22, 1964 when he
started spitting blood and he went to the
doctor. He filed a claim December 16, 1964,
alleging lung tumor due to exposure to radon
gas. Reports from the Colorado Bureau of
Mines showed that exposure from January
1962 to December 1964 varied from zero
working levels to as high as 125 working
levels. One of the mines in which the de-
ceased worked prior to going to work for the
Merry Widow, l.e., the Aztec Mine in the Joe
Dandy Group, the tests showed exposures
ranging from 90 to 260 working levels. Tests
in still another mine varied from 16 to 82
working levels. Dr. J. G. Merrill reported that
sputum tests on this clalmant showed oat
cell carcinoma.

Hearing was had in Grand Junction, Colo-
rado, February 18, 1865, and following the
hearing the Referee entered an order grant-
ing compensation benefits. This is one of the
few cases which was compensated during the
employee's lifetime. He died July 5, 1965.
Since the case had already been adjudicated,
we then filed an admission of liability for
death benefits. Total compensation, $16,-
041.25; funeral, $500; total medical paid,
$2,603.36.

I.C. NO, 1—-853—347, 8F. NO. 145029 CHARLES
EDWARD TRASK V. DENVER GOLDEN CORP.-APEX
METALS CORP.

This case was initiated by the filing of a
clalm by the widow of the deceased which
alleged that the deceased died March 21, 1965
as the result of lung cancer caused by radi-
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ation. Autopsy was done by Dr. R. E. Herr-
mann, pathologist, Denver, and gave as the
cause of death, among other terminal causes,
carcinoma undifferentiated (oat cell type).

Doctor Archer reported that the amount of
lead-210 in the lungs of Mr. Trask was at
least 30 times normal and possibly as much
as T0 times normal. The work history showed
that he worked from 1956 to 1964 mining
uranium in the Schwartzwalder Mine, which
is near Golden, Colorado, and was a very
“hot” mine. Apparently this was the only
uranium mine where the deceased worked.

After completing our investigation and get-
ting in medical reports from varlous doctors,
the Fund admitted liability in this case, To-
tal compensation, $13,693.75; funeral, $500;
total medlcal, $1,712.96.

1.C. NO. 1-856-054, S.F. NO. 145609: DOUGLAS

GARNER ?. VANADIUM CORP. OF AMERICA

The claim in this case was Initiated by the
filing of a claim on behalf of the widow which
recited that the deceased’s last injurious ex-
posure was in June 1956, and that he died
September 15, 1963. The radloanalysis of the
tissues of his body showed as follows with
respect to lead-210:

Lead-210 (pec/Kg of formalin fized tissue)

This man was likewise a member of Doctor
Archer’s so-called class. His work history
indicated that he worked in the U.S. Vana-
dium Mill at Uravan from 1940 to 1948 as a
roaster and precipitator operator; 1948-1949,
for the VCA at Naturita in the mill, mining
and leasing; 1949-1853, uranium mining in
the Sitton-Dulaney mines (Radium Group
near Slick Rock, Colorado) March 1953-June
1954, Grant Mine, Colorado; June to Novem-
ber, 1954, various mines in the Slick Rock
area; November 1964-19556, King Incline No.
2, Slick Rock area; 1955-1856, White Mining
Company, in the Hideout Saddle, and “W.N."”
uranium mines in Utah; 18956-1959, Big Buck
Uranium Mine in Utah; 18959-1963, Radon
Uranium Mine in Utah.

A claim was also filed in Utah, and we in-
terposed a notice of contest in the case in
Colorado alleging that the statute of limi-
tations applied because his last exposure
here was before the amendment of the Act;
also, that his last Injurlous exposure was in
Utah rather than in Colorado. A hearing was
had in Utah and compensation was denied
after reference by the Industrial Commission
of Utah to their medical panel. It has been
reported to us that during the cross-exam-
ination of the chalrman of the medical
panel, the chairman made a statement that
it had not been proved to him beyond a rea-
sonable doubt that there was any connection
between uranium mining and lung cancer.
The case had been appealed to the Supreme
Court in Utah, and Mr. Traylor, the attorney
for the widow will seek a reversal inasmuch
as in all ecivil cases, including compensation
cases, it is not necessary to prove anything
“beyond a reasonable doubt.”

It is our feeling that the widow likewise
has no remedy In Colorado because very
patently the last injurious exposure was In
Utah. The case in Colorado is still pending,
however, pending the final outcome of the
proceedings in Utah.

I.C. NO, 1-858-324, SF. NO. 145874:
REED ?. CLIMAX URANIUM CO.

A claim was initiated in this case by the
filng of a claim by the claimant alleging
that he left work May 3, 1965 on account of
exposure to radioactive materials and silicon
dust. Because the man was seriously ill, his
deposition was taken. Before the case could
be decided, however, he died on June 29,
19656. The claim was originally flled against
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Sam Richards who operated in the Monogram
Mesa area and for whom the claimant worked
from 1959 to May 1965. It developed, how-
ever, that Sam Richards was a lessee of
Climax Uranium and did not have his own
policy but was carried on the Climax policy.

The diagnosis was squamous cell car-
cinoma, oat cell type, as cause of death.
‘While the bulk of his exposure oeccurred be-
tween 1948 and 1960, he was exposed to
levels exceeding the recommended working
level while working for the Mineral Joe No.
2 operated by Sam Richards.

The radioanalysis of a rib from the de-
ceased’s body showed an average of 3.94
picocuries of lead-210 per gram of formalin
of fixed tissue, Five samples from the verte-
brae contained an average of 1.92 picocuries
of Jead-210 per gram of formalin fixed tissue.
The average of all eight samples taken was
2.68. Commenting further, Doctor Archer
sald:

“This value for lead-210 confirms that his
occupational exposure was relatively large,
and suggests that it may have been con-
siderably more than the 2864 Working Level
Months which I had previously estimated.”

After receiving the medical information
and reviewing the file, the Fund admitted
liability. Total compensation, $13,343.75;
funeral, $500; total medical paid. $1,365.65.

IC. NO. 1-879—-036, 5.F. NO. 149176. MASSIE D.
RICE V. DENVER-GOLDEN CORP. (SCHWARTZ-
WALDER MINE)

This case was initiated by a claim filed by
the claimant alleging that he left work in
the mines on December 25, 1964 because the
mine was shut down, but that he had lung
cancer due to uranium mining. He died be-
fore the case could be heard on December 5,
1965. Autopsy was performed and samples
from his body were sent to the laboratory in
Salt Lake City for analysis. The result was
as follows:

Lead-210 in Picocuries/Kg of formalin fized

tissue
Bone (vertebrae) - ----:c-ccmmcaommacaa 1,721
Bone (vertebrae) -w----ceceammocca 1, 804
Bone. (Xib)e e - ca il ot oo 1,932
Bone (rib) . coc e aaoa e 1,721
s SR A L R TG S RS S 182
v o B UL Rt e e 101

We have a detailed report on the Schwartz-
walder Mine where this man worked a good
part of the time of his uranium mining show-
ing exposures in excess of the recommended
working level.

After recelving all the medical reports and
the report of Doctor Archer, the Fund ad-
mitted liability. This is the second fatal case
on the Schwartzwalder Mine. Total compen-
sation, $15,337; funeral, $500; medical paild,
£2,759.05.

1C. NO, 1-874-854, S.F, NO. 148587: MARVIN

MARSHALL ?. WILLIAMS MINING PARTNER-

SHIP

A claim was filed by this claimant alleging
that he left work on August 6, 1965 on ac-
count of lung cancer incurred in uranium
mining. An autopsy was done and showed
oat cell carcinoma. Samples were sent to
Doctor Archer, U.S. Public Health Laboratory,
Salt Lake City, and showed the following re-
sults with respect to lead-210:

Pb-210 at death in pCi/Kg. of formalin fized

tissue
TIOTIE U EIDY) o o e i o e i g e i 5, 1356
Bone b} el W il T 4,227
BIoot" o o8 Loyl e AR Y, a0 72
I B e e et ot Sk i et 73
Fol s LG SR R S e L R S AL, 8, 331

On the basis of this information, the Fund
admitted liability. Compensation, $15,337;
funeral, 8500; medical expense pald, $1,139.96.

I.C. NO. 1-840-002, B.F. NO, 142681 . GLENDON W.
TAYLOR V. ATLAS MILLING AND MINING CO,
This case was initiated by a claim filed by

the claimant alleging that he left work Sep-
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tember 80, 1964 on account of air containing
uncombined silicon dust. Then an amended
clailm was later filed alleging exposure to
radon gas and radioactlve materials, This
man was not a member of Doctor Archer's
so-called class as far as we know.

The claimant was referred to Dr. Allan
Hurst for examination who found no evi-
dence of elther silicosis or any other pul-
monary disease, and no evidence of a develop-
ing lung cancer or other chronic radiation
poisoning. Information has been received
that this man is fearful that he does have, or
will get, lung cancer due to uranium mining.
However, insofar as our file discloses, there
is no evidence of it yet. The case has been
kept open and on the docket of the Indus-
trial Commission and has not yet been de-
cided. Our information was that the claimant
was seeking further medical examinations
and study before he desired to present his
case before the Commission.

1.C. NO. 1-753-757, §.F. NO. 135002: ROBERT C.
WILLIAMS ¥. UNION CARBIDE NUCLEAR CO. AND/
OR R. C. WILLIAMS, C/0 ROBERT L. PARENT,
EMPLOYER

The deceased, Robert C. Williams, had filed
a claim against Union Carbide Nuclear Com-
pany alleging that he left work on July 26,
1963 because of lung cancer caused by ex-
posure to radon gas. Willlams died January
17, 1964, and his widow filed a claim for de-
pendency benefits. Autopsy revealed oat cell
carcinoma of the lungs. Tissue from the
deceased’s body was sent to Doctor Archer
in Salt Lake City for radioanalysis and the
results showed the following:

Pb-210 at death (in picocuries/Kg. of forma-
lin fized tissue)

o er et S e U e ol

Bone (vertebrae)

Kidney

Liver

The case developed that Williams had his
own policy as a lessee and, consequently,
Union Carbide Nuclear Company was dropped
as a party to the proceedings. Autopsy was
done and revealed oat cell carcinoma of the
right lung. Reports from the State Bureau
of Mines showed exposure to radon gas con-
siderably in excess in many instances of the
one working level recommended as being
safe in the mines.

After recelving full medical and other
information, the Fund admitted lability.
Total compensation, $14,867.50; funeral, $500;
total mediecal paid, $2,502.

I.C. NO. 1-895—4987, §.F. NO. 152050-FREDERICK
R. GRAHAM V. CHARLES V. WOODARD & CO.

This case was initiated by the report from
the employer alleging that the deceased left
work September 17, 1965 and shortly there-
after entered the hospital. Nothing further
was done with the case until a claim was
filed on behalf of his widow, alleging that he
died January 13, 1966 of oat cell carcilnoma
at the VA Hospital in Denver, Colorado. Au-
topsy was done at the Veterans Administra-
tion Hospital and the diagnosis of oat cell
carcinoma was made.

He worked in various uranium mines be-
ginning about 1942, Apparently there were
intermittent periods when he was not en-
gaged in that type of work. Reports from the
Colorado Bureau of Mines showed exposures
considerably in excess of the recommended
working levels, some of the tests ran as high
as 20 in the Gilbert, Rimrock Blue and
Thornton Tunnel mines in areas where Mr.
Graham worked.

Doctor Archer reported that on the sample
submitted for analysis the result was:

218Pb (pCi/Kg.)

BOonA (D) - — -~ 20 S iy 1690 + 37
Liver (healthy tissue) . oo .- 399 + 11
R e e = s s e e 1380 + 23
Tumor from lver. e 321 + 5

Doctor Archer estimated that Graham had
had a cumulative radiation exposure in
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uranium mines of approximately 2130 work-
ing level months, and gave it as his opinion
that his oat cell carcinoma was the result
of his exposure to radon gas.

Upon receipt of complete medical and other
information, the Fund admitted liability.
Total compensation, $15,337; funeral, $500;
total medical, $180.86.

1.C. NO. 1-891—465, 5.F. NO. 151496: JOE
JAVERNICK . JAVERNICK AND JAVERNICK

This case was initiated by a report from
the employer which recited that the deceased
left work September 20, 1965 as the result of
lung cancer caused by exposure to radon gas.
Javernick died February 20, 1966 before the
merits of his case could be determined. His
widow filed a claim. Cause of death was oat
cell carcinoma. Dr, Victor Archer sent in a
work history of this man as he was a mem-
ber of his study group, and reported that his
exposures were on an annual average between
20 and 44 times the recommended working
level.

Doctor Saccomanno reported the man had
a epldermoid carcinoma slightly differen-
tiated, but also stated that if one searches
enough in an autopsy one can invariably find
undifferentiated squamous cell carcinoma in
most oat cell tumors.

After final examination of the medical re-
ports and other data, we filed an admission
of liability. Total compensation, $15,337;
funeral, $500. With respect to medical, there
is still a question pending inasmuch as the
medical far exceeded the $3,600 limit. We
have agreed to assume liability for our stat-
utory liability, but have been unable to ob-
tain an agreement from the widow and her
attorney to whom the money should be paid.

I.C. NO. 1-805—287, S.F. NO. 153654. SHIRDEN
G. BLOOD V. UNION CARBIDE CORP.

This case was initiated by the deceased who
had filed a claim alleging that he left work
on January 30, 1966 and stating he was dis-
abled by silicon and uranium exposure and
had lung cancer. The man had exposure in
uranium mining apparently in both Colorado
and possibly in Utah, at least he was work-
ing in mines in Utah although he later
worked in Colorado. The record shows that
he had an average exposure of 2.86 working
levels over one period of time. The last em-
ployment was apparently with Union Carbide
Nuclear Company where he worked in the
Paradox 6 and 6 uranium mines on Mono-
gram Mesa from 1961 to 1966. He was like-
wise a member of Doctor Archer's “study
class.” Tissue taken at the time of a thora-
cotomy done by Dr. 8. P. Christensen showed
the presence of oat cell carcinoma,

We had considerable correspondence and
also personal conferences in this case with
various people, and the case was one of those
we discussed while we were in Salt Lake City
on October 27, 1966.

In view of the information obtained, it was
decided to admit liability. In the meantime,
we received word that the deceased died on
October 31, 1966. Claim blanks have been sent
to the widow, and an appropriate admission
of liability will be filed when the same has
been received by us and the Commission.

(NoTtE.—Claim has since been received and
admission flled. Total compensation, $18,-
858.25; funeral, $500; medical not to exceed
$3,500.)

1.C. NO. 1-965-316, SF. NO. 154453:
ANDRESS ¥. UNION CARBIDE CORP.

This case was opened by the filing of a
claim by the claimant in which it was stated
that he was forced to leave work July 15, 1965
because of lung cancer. Doctor Archer re-
ported that the estimate of his organization
was that Andress had received 2850 working
level months of exposure during his employ-
ment as & uranium miner, However, he only
worked for a period of about five or six
months for Union Carbide. He did have a
long period of employment with the Vana-
dium Corporation of America.
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He died June 30, 1966. An autopsy has been
done and the tissue was sent to Doctor Blan-
chard, In Charge Physics and Bloassay, Radio-
logical Health Research Activities, D.R.H.,
4676 Columbia Parkway, Cincinnati, Ohio.
Doctor Blanchard is now doing the radio-
analysis that used to be performed in the
laboratory in Salt Lake City. The results of
these tests have not yet been received.

It would appear in this case that one of the
difficult problems to decide is what employer
will be charged with the loss as it appears
that the man had a long period of exposure
while working for the Vanadium Corporation
of America and a relatively minor one while
employed by Union Carbide against whom the
claim was filed. These issues will have to be
later determined at a hearing.

1.C. NO. 1-898—126, S.F. NO. 152429: GLENN D.
NEESHAM ¥, VANADIUM CORP. OF AMERICA
This case was initiated by the filing of a

claim for dependency benefits alleging that

the deceased died May 22, 1966 as the result
of lung cancer caused by uranium mining.

The case is still pending. Tissues taken from

his body were analyzed by Doctor Archer's

laboratory and showed the following:

Pb-210 at death (in picocuries per kilogram
of formalin fized tissue)

p i G TR FERAICR S R e TR 2,982
Bone (vertebra) ..o ool 1,282
P (e T S D O S L S 220
ol T e e e R S U M 29
Heart Muscle. ... .. ____ ______ 4
Bkeletal Muscle- oo ______ 4

It also appears from information received
from Doctor Archer that this man had a total
exposure of about 4000 working level months.
We also received information that in 1963
he was operated for an epidermoid type of
cancer, apparently not related to radon ex-
posure, In one of his lungs and this cancer
was removed. Then, two years later he became
afflicted with oat cell carcinoma. There are
various legal problems involved in the deter-
mination of this case, and it may be that
other employers will have to be made parties
to the proceedings. This case is still pending.

I1C. NO. 1-843-017, S.F. NO. 143291, IC. NO.
1-886-982, S.F. NO. 150647: JOSEPH G.
FRANK ?. UNION CARBIDE NUCLEAR CORP.
These two cases involve two distinct prob-

lems. See file I.C. No. 1-843-017, S.F. No.
143201, which involved a clalm for silicosis
filed by Mr. Frank, and file I.C. No. 1-886-982,
8.F. No. 150647, which involved a claim also
filed by him for lung cancer due to uranium
mining. The silicosis case was adjudicated
on a permanent partial basis and he was
awarded $5,000 for permanent partial dis-
ability. The lung cancer case was held in
abeyance so that further information could
be obtained concerning his exposure, the
type of cancer from which he was suffering,
and certain other data needed before the
question of compensability could be decided.
He died August 26, 1966. We are informed
that specimens taken from his body had
been forwarded to Doctor Blanchard in Cin-
cinnati for radioanalysis. We are also in-
formed that there may be a claim for de-
pendency filed by Mr. John W. Overholser
who is apparently representing the depend-
ents or relatives of the deceased. Pending the
results of the radioanalysis, the final adjudi-
cation of the lung cancer aspects of the case
will have to be held in abeyance.

If it is ultimately determined that this
man did die of oat cell carcinoma due to his
contact with radon daughters in uranium
mining, there will still be the remaining
question of dependency. If it is held that he
left dependents within the meaning of the
Workmen's Compensation Act, they will be
entitled to the benefits prescribed in the Act.
On the other hand, if it is held that there
are no dependents, there will be a liability
to the Subsequent Injury Fund in the sum
of $6,250.
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GENERAL COMMENTS

Thinking that some general comments will
be of value concerning the order of proof
and other matters of interest in these cases,
I should like to add the following data:

Radon (Rn) gas is a decay product of
radium (Ra). The atomic weight of radium
is 226.05 and it is No. 88 in the Periodic
Table. Radon, the decay product, has an
atomic weight of 222 and is No. 86 in the
Periodic Table, It is the heaviest known gas.
It is very unstable and breaks down into
what is better known as daughters of radon.
The daughters of radon can be listed as fol-
lows:

1. Ra A, which Is Po (polonium) with an
atomic weight of 218.

2. Ra B, which is Pb (lead) with an atomic
welght of 214,

3. Ra C is Po (polonium) with an atomic
weight of 214.

The so-called radon daughters are pro-
duced by radon transforming itself succes-
sively through this chain of elements. Radon
has a relatively short half life, about four
days, In other words, in about four days half
the radon is spontaneously changed to ra-
dium A. Radium A has a very short half life
of about three minutes. Radium B has a half
life of twenty-seven minutes; Radium C has
a half life of 19.7 minutes. Consequently,
there is a constant changing situation in the
mine atmosphere. Radon gas is produced
from the ore, from the radium in the ore, and
diffuses into any open space and then pro-
ceeds to change into this succession of short
half life daughters,

The final product of this process of decay
is lead-210, which has a half life of 22 years
and is, as stated in one of the cases, “the
sink.” In other words, all these elements are
concentrated into the 22 year lead and this
is the product which is revealed in the bodles
of the deceased miners when radiochemical
analysis is made of various sections and
specimens taken from their bodies. The con-
centration of radon gas in the mine is de-
pendent upon several factors: the amount of
ore body exposed, area or body exposed, the
porosity of the rock, l.e., the ease at which
the radon gas can diffuse out of the rock, the
amount of uranium and hence the radium
in the rock and the rate of removal of radon
by ventilation from the mine.

It was further stated at one of the hearings
that the so-called 22 year radio lead, which is
the common name for lead-210, will behave
chemically and biologically exactly the same
as normal lead. Consequently, it would tend
to concentrate in the bones and to store in
the bones. It is also found in soft tissue such
as the kidney, liver, spleen and in varying
amounts throughout the soft tissues of the
body. The large storehouse would probably
be in the bones. Furthermore, it was also
stated at one of the hearings that the only
source of radiolead is from the decay of
radon, so that a person can get it into his
body only by breathing in radon or radon
daughters or the minute quantities of radio
lead which are present everywhere, which is
in tobacco smoke, dust in the air, etc. (See
pages 11 to 15 of the transcript of testimony
of Mr. Duncan A. Holaday taken at Salt Lake
City May 20, 1964.)

As previously indicated, Dr. Victor Archer
and Mr. Duncan Holaday of the Occupa-
tional Health Laboratory of the U.8. Public
Health Service at Salt Lake City, for some
years have been engaged in a research and
examination of miners in the five states of
Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico and
Arizona where uranium mining operations
are carried on to determine the possibility
of the appearance of lung cancer. Inasmuch
as lung cancer is not confined entirely to
uranium miners by any means, when a claim
is filed alleging lung cancer due to exposure
to radon gas and radon daughters in uranium
mining, various procedures are necessary to
determine which claims are valid and which
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ones are due to natural causes unrelated to
the occupation. The matters which have to
be determined are:

1. The complete work history of the claim-
ant with particular reference to any periods
of time that he worked in uranium mines
must be obtained in detail.

2. We should then obtain reports concern-
ing the working level of exposure in the
mines where he worked and, if possible, in
the places in the mines where he worked.
Records of this kind are available in many
places. The State Bureau of Mines has many
records on the various mines in Colorado.
Dr. Victor Archer likewise has records which
show the result of tests taken, apparently,
by the Occupational Health Section with
which he is affiliated.

8. The Colorado State Department of
Health has some records inasmuch as the
Occupational Health Section made a survey
of the mines some years ago and the results
of this survey are included in a book issued
by the State Legislative Council. In this book
there is a listing of the exposure levels in a
great many mines throughout Colorado. Also,
the employer may have records; in fact, the
larger operators do maintain records of the
exposure in view of the developments which
come in connection with the filing of claims
for lung cancer.

4, It is necessary to know as soon as pos-
sible what type of lung cancer afflicts the
clalmant, Sometimes this can be determined
prior to death, either by biopsy or sputum
tests. If it is not determined, when the man
dies an autopsy should be had and samples
of his body tissue should be sent to the ap-
propriate Federal Laboratory for radioanaly-
sls. This work used to be done in the labora-
tory at Salt Lake City, but it is now being
done by Doctor Blanchard, whose address is
glven herein above.

As previously indicated, the amount of
lead-210 found in the body of a normal in-
dividual is usually between 15 to 54 pico-
curies per kilogram of bone. When tests come
back with a showing of several hundred or
several thousand picocuries, then the fact
the man was exposed to harmful quantities
of radioactive material is pretty well estab-
lished, and then we have to determine where
the man had his last injurious exposure,
under the present provisions of the Occupa-
tional Disease Disability Act.

Early in the development of uranium min-
ing little, if anything, was known generally
about the hazards to be encountered in con-
tact with radon gas. Due to the fact that
sclentists had received information concern-
ing a high death rate among uranium miners
in Europe, studies were commenced in this
State. It has been found that adequate ven-
tilation will reduce the hazard in some in-
stances to nothing, but in mines without
ventilation there is a very serious hazard.
In many instances, the damage has already
been done. Most of the miners, according to
Doctor Archer, reached a peak of exposure
between 1958 and 1959, although, after that
date, there are cases, as the above digest
will show, where the employee was exposed
to more than the recommended standard of
one working level.

Diagnosis of the type of lung cancer made
is Important. We must know whether or not
it 1s oat cell carcinoma. This particular type
of cell is ascribed to exposure to radon gas
and radon daughters by the doctors and
sclentists who have been studying the prob-
lem. Various doctors use different terms as
the above digest will show, some of them
use the term “squamous cell undifferenti-
ated” instead of "“oat cell undifferentiated.”
We have been told by the doctors involved
that this is a distinction without a differ-
ence and they are talking about essentially
the same thing. However, when there is a
wide difference between many doctors con-
cerning the type of cancer cell found, then
naturally further investigation and possibly
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a hearing and cross-examination of the doc-
tors involved Is indicated.

It has also been found, according to the
reports in some of these cases above listed,
that very often it is not necessary to await
the death of the employee to determine the
question of compensability. It has been
determined, according to Doctor Archer, that
radiochemical analysis can be made upon the
blood of the employee and also upon his hair.
Of course, these two items can be obtained
during his lifetime. Also, if sputum tests
reveal the presence of oat cell carcinoma and
then later a diagnosis of carcinoma is made,
this is a pretty good indication that the type
of cell is one which supports the view that
the condition is the result of exposure to
radon gas, particularly if other items In the
case, work history, working level tests, ete.
do, in fact, show that he was so exposed.

The foregoing is a brief synopsis of infor-
mation we have thus far received concern-
ing the disease of lung cancer as related to
uranium mining. Future developments and
research may give us further information
which will suggest new procedures or new
tests in determining the compensability of
individual cases.

HaroLp CLARK THOMPSON,
Counsel.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I believe
that the information in this digest will
be helpful to an understanding of the
problem. It should be pointed out that
the Douglas Garner, deceased, who filed
a claim in Colorado under I. C. docket
No. 1-856-054 is the same Douglas Gar-
ner whose claim was denied in the Utah
Supreme Court decision inserted earlier.

The Garner case is particularly signif-
icant for several reasons. First, consid-
ering the other Colorado cases enumer-
ated in the digest in which Colorado has
granted compensation, one can properly
speculate that a different result would
have been reached had Mr. Garner re-
mained in Colorado during the last 8
years of his life.

Second, while the causal connection
between inhalation of radon gas in
uranium mines has been established in
the eyes of the Colorado Industrial Com-
mission, it, apparently, is the only State
granting disability and death benefits
on this basis.

Third, if Colorado is correct in its as-
sumption of liability, and the bulk of
the testimony before the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy would seem to sup-
port Colorado’s position, then Colorado
is not only a pioneer in this field, but also
has assumed a heavy finanecial burden.

Fourth, if Colorado is correct, then
uranium miners similarly situated in
other States are being denied benefits
only because they happen not to live
and work in Colorado.

And, fifth, if Colorado is correct, then
Colorado has assumed this heavy bur-
den with only minimal technical advice
and assistance from Federal agencies
who were in a position or should have
been in a position to render substantial
technical advice.

Mr. Garner, according to the Utah
Supreme Court decision inserted earlier,
had “worked in and around uranium
mines since 1940.” In this connection,
Senators will recall that prior to and
during World War II atomiec energy and
uranium were veiled with the highest
degree of secrecy. Many of the mine
operators were selling ore to certain mills
based upon its vanadium content and
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were unaware of the fact that uranium
was being extracted from the ore. It is
likely that many of the mine operators
were unaware of the existence of
uranium in the ore they were selling.
Many years later some payments were
made to these vanadium mine operators
for uranium in the ores they had pre-
viously sold.

This, I believe, adequately demon-
strates the point that miners and mine
operators in the early days were unaware
of any danger from this source. In fact,
studies of Radon 222 were only com-
menced in 1958 at the Argonne National
Laboratory and the University of Illinois
through a Public Health Research grant.
But more specifically, it was the Decem-
ber 1960 Governors’ Conference on
Health Hazards in Uranium Mines which
first focused attention to potential dan-
gers of uranium mining. The State’s ob-
jectives were reportedly as follows:

(a) Follow up the miners reported to date
with cytologically positive sputa tests for
more definitive diagnosis and any necessary
treatment,

(b) Examine all uranium miners who have
not yet recelved a physical examination.

(¢) Increase inspections of mines, in both
frequency and intensity. All areas in each
mine should be surveyed, and inspections
should be made more frequently to compen-
sate for seasonable variations in ventilation
and changes in concentration levels caused
by mining activity.

(d) Check compliance with control rec-
ommendations.

(e) Carry out additional research to eval-
uate mining exposures and their health
effects.

(f) Provide more consultative and educa-
tional services to mine personnel directed
toward the establishment of effective control
measures and self-monitoring programs.

(g) Enforce existing laws and standards
and determine if new laws are needed.
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(h) Accelerate state training programs and
participate in those offered by other agencies.

Colorado has moved ahead aggres-
sively in its efforts to reduce radiation
hazards connected with uranium mining.
Right after the December 1960 Gover-
nors’' Conference a supplemental appro-
priation was granted to Colorado’s Bu-
reau of Mines in the later part of fiscal
year 1960-61 to launch its program to
reduce the concentration of radon
daughter products in the atmosphere of
Colorado’s uranium mines. That program
has been continually expanded and re-
fined ever since. I believe I can safely
say, without fear of contradiction, that
Colorado has been the leader in this
field. Commissioner Ramey of the Atomic
Energy Commission gives corroboration
of this statement in the following ex-
change with Representative HoLIFIELD
on May 23, 1967, during the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy hearing.

Representative HoriFmeLp. Would it be fair
to say that Colorado has been in the fore-
front of the uranium-bearing states in its
approach to these problems?

Mr. RamEeY. I would say, Mr. Holifleld, that
practically they have been.

Representative HovLiFieLp. They have been
the leader?

Mr. RAMEY, Yes, sir.

Further substantiation of Colorado’s
progress is found in a comparison table
on the status of uranium mines in Colo-
rado.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a comparison table prepared
by the Colorado Bureau of Mines be in-
serted in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

COMPARISON OF STATUS OF MINES
[Percent of operating mines]

Range Dec. 31, 1961 Dec. 31, 1962 Dec. 31, 1963 Dec. 31,1964 Dec. 31, 1965 Dec. 31, 1966
~1.0WLorless. . .oo....o.oo- 45 52 4014 43 52
+1.0 WL lhrnugh 3.0 WL. % 38 47 41 4015 341g
AN e B, o SR b L et i o T e 6 5
L e T e DT el el L RS I S e M £ 20,7 11 7 N SR Y
+3I)WL through 10.0 WL_. 23 10 1215 H NS TS s e T
+10.0 WL and Tw .............. Ci s SRR T e R L e L R M "
i e S S T 100 100 100 100 100 100
CORRECTIVE ORDERS ISSUED FOR VENTILATION of 1954, the AEC is “authorized and di-
[District &——Uranium mines] rected to cooperate with the States in
the formulation of standards for protec-
Number tion against hazards of radiation.” And,
in order to carry out these responsibili-
General . o 2423 ties the Atomic Energy Act established
Egm;m',:a';';';pm"ﬁ:d“jm _____ Ri A AT s the Federal Radiation Council, consist-
8 = ing of the Secretary of Health, Educa-

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, it is ap-
parent that Colorado has been the leader
in the two aspects of the problem: One,
in providing compensation to the widows
or estates of the injured; and two, in an
aggressive program directed at control
and elimination of hazard. With respect
to radon gas reduction, Colorado’s prog-
ress has been necessarily dependent upon
technological progress. But, the States
have had to look to the AEC and other
Federal agencies for guidance in these
matters. Under the Atomic Energy Act

tion, and Welfare, the Chairman of the
AEC, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the Secretary of
Labor, and such other members as may
be designated by the President. Under
the provisions of the section establishing
the Council, it was mandated to “advise
the President with respect to radiation
matters, directly or indirectly affecting
health, including guidance for all Fed-
eral agencies in the formulation of radia-
tion standards and in the establishment
and execution of programs of coopera-
tion with States.”
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The AEC and the Federal Government
were the primary beneficiaries of ura-
nium mining activity, particularly dur-
ing the period when most of the injuries
occurred that are now being compen-
sated by the Colorado Industrial Com-
mission. There is, in my view, a Federal
responsibility stemming both from its
proprietary function and from the fact
that it was the primary repository of all
necessary technical information required
to set up an appropriate safety program.
Commissioner Ramey supported this
contention in testimony before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy on May
23, 1967:

Mr. RamMeEY., We do feel in this case the
Federal Government does have some re-
sponsibility., The period these miners were
exposed was the period when all the uranium
was being bought by the Federal Government,
So we acknowledge and recognize that there
should be some Federal responsibility.

So, from a proprietary standpoint, the
AEC recognizes “some Federal responsi-
bility.” In my opinion, there is also Fed-
eral responsibility stemming from the
Government’s almost exclusive control
over research and the acquisition and
accumulation of technical information
needed to guard against the hazard. The
following exchange between Representa-
tive HoLIFIELD and Commissioner Ramey
during the Joint Committee hearings un-
derscores this:

Representative Hovrrierp, In other words,
there has been expertise in the field applied
to the problem over these years by the Pub-
lic Health Service?

Mr. RamMeY. Yes, sir; in that context., I
think, also, on the mining slde as such, the
AEC, again does not have all of the expertise
certainly on mining and mine ventilation,
and so on. That is why we cooperated with
the Bureau of Mines and, of course, with
the State people in regard to leased mines.
We did and do consider ourselves to have
some expertise on the radiation aspects of
it.

Representative HoLirFierp, At least In the
interpretation of radiation levels.

Mr. RAMEY. Yes.

Of course, no one expects the AEC to
have special expertise in general mine
safety. It is, after all, the State bureaus
and the Federal Bureau of Mines who
have had years of experience in this field.
But, in this case the hazard is not one of
general mining safety. It was an invisi-
ble, tasteless, and odorless gas whose
recognizable deleterious effects might not
manifest themselves for two decades.
The type of expertise necessary to estab-
lish protective measures was the kind for
which, logically, the States would look
to the AEC, the Federal Radiation
Council, and/or the Public Health Serv-
ice to supply.

The question, then, is ““did the Federal
agencies provide the necessary technical
guidance in a timely fashion?” I refer,
again, to colloquy between Commissioner
Ramey and Representative HOLIFIELD
during the Joint Committee hearings.

Representative HoviFreLp. But we were ac-
cumulating knowledge in this fleld. I mean,
the AEC, as well as the Committee, has been
accumulating knowledge in this fleld, and

some of the latest knowledge that has come
to us has been in the form of conclusions

that have been long in the making.
Mr. RamMeY. Yes, sir. The Joint Committee
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hearings in 1959, in which Mr. Holaday testl-
fied. brought up the uranium miner prob-
lem. At that time, though, there had only
been, as I recall, four deaths. It was not clear
from the HEW, Public Health Service epide-
miological studies exactly how that trend
was going to go. It began to become clearer,
I think, in 1962 and 1963, as I recall, that
the trend was going to follow the same way
that it had done in Europe in the Silesian
mines and so on. It was in this period in the
mid-1960's where we could have probably
moved a little faster. As you know, there were
various other problems and factors involved
that were being given priority attention;
namely, fallout and related criteria.

It is not my purpose to engage in
recriminations. Hindsight is always bet-
ter than foresight. The AEC had its pri-
orities and I have no quarrel with these
priorities. In a sense, this is an example
of one of the dangers of concentrating
control in one office. In this particular
case, however, concentration of control
is perhaps more justified than in any
other. But this does not alter the fact
that the States had a right to look to the
AEC and other Federal agencies for the
necessary technical information. To put
it another way, who else would be ex-
pected to have the necessary technical
information if the AEC, the Federal
Radiation Council and the Public Health
Service did not? These are the agencies
which have the statutory responsibility
of acquiring the needed expertise. It is
difficult for me to imagine anyone at-
tempting to place that responsibility on
the States.

On the other hand, the States do have
a responsibility to administer mine safety
programs. I cannot speak for the other
States, but the evidence clearly indicates
that Colorado has discharged this re-
sponsibility aggressively within the limits
of ithe technical information available
to it.

Colorado has gone even farther and as
the industrial commission digest of lung
cancer cases shows, Colorado has been
providing medical and death benefits to
victims of lung cancer in the uranium
mining industry. However, in my opinion,
this is not a burden that the States should
be required to shoulder—at least as far as
past injuries are concerned. The Nation
as a whole should carry the Iload.
Actuarial studies indicate that in Colo-
rado alone, the potential liability of the
State compensation insurance fund may
be $8.5 million. Mr, James M. Shaffer,
chairman of the Industrial Commission
of Colorado makes this point very vividly
in his February 10, 1967, memorandum
to Gov. John Love. I shall read the salient
parts of that memorandum:

Figures have recently been developed by a
Dr. Archer of the United States Public
Health Service in the area of radiation-
induced lung cancer which have begun to
cause us some concern because of their im-
pact on the uranium industry in Colorado
and its workmen's compensation insurer, the
State Compensation Insurance Fund. As a
result of Dr. Archer’s projections, the in-

dustry has recently had an actuarial study
made of the problem as it relates to Colo-
rado, This study indlcates that within the
next twenty years there is the likelihood of
450 radiation-induced lung cancer deaths in
this state, with a potential lability of
£8,500,000.00.

This has been a rather sudden presentation

33607

of a problem and & volume of risk which had
not been foreseen by anyone. This situation,
if borne out, would present a reserving prob-
lem to the State Compensation Insurance
Fund of almost fatal proportions—that is, if
we have to set up reserves of that magnitude,
our financial statement would immediately
indicate that the State Fund was close to
insolvency.

Further, this problem has the additional
complication that establishing rates for the
workmen's compensation insurance of Colo-
rado corporations in the uranium industry
to cover this kind of cost is Impossible on a
retroactive basls because their contracts
with the AEC probably are not subject to
renegotiation.

In addition to this, the problem is not con-
fined to the boundaries of Colorado, nor are
the corporations involved. There is, as you
know, uranium activity in Utah, Wyoming,
Arizona and New Mexico, It is our feeling
that, because of the interstate nature of the
situation and because the chief beneficlary
of uranium production has been the Atomic
Energy Commission, that it should properly
bear the costs of these injuries and fatallties
as an unforeseen part of the cost of ore
production.

Mr. Shaffer makes mention of an ac-
tuarial study which was performed by the
New York firm of Woodward & Fondiller,
Inc., at the instance of the Colorado
Mining Industrial Development Board.
The full text of that actuarial study may
be found in the hearings of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy on Radia-
tion Exposure of Uranium Miners, May
9 through August 10, 1967, as appendix
7. I shall quote two significant para-
graphs from that study dealing with
this specific matter:

Obviously, the economie cost of uranium
mined to date includes a large element not
considered in the setting of prices charged
to the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission for the
product. That element, of course, is the sub-
ject of calculations made herein,

Its possible magnitude obviously far ex-
ceeds the abllity of the Colorado State Com-
pensation Insurance Fund to pay out of
existing surplus., Hence, if we assume that
these claims will be pald, it Is evident that
the money must be found elsewhere. We
think that since the mining of uranium
until now has been conducted, almost ex-
clusively for purposes of national defense,
the full cost of such mining should be borne
by the country as a whole. It follows that we
believe the Federal government should as-
sume these costs as they arise. This might
be accomplished, for example, through the
enactment of special legislation authorizing
the reimbursement of state Insurance funds
(perhaps indirectly through their respective
state governments) for payments made on
lung cancer cases involving uranium miners.
We are not attempting, of course, to recom-
mend this or any other particular procedure
but merely urge Federal assumption of these
costs in principle.

Mr, President, it would seem that the
AEC concurs in the belief that the Fed-
eral Government should participate in
a program of compensation and medical
treatment for uranium miners injured
by radiation and the inhalation of radon
gas. In response to the rhetorical ques-
tions, “What can the Federal Govern-
ment do?” Commissioner Ramey, in his
prepared statement to the Joint Commit-
tee, proposed among other things, that—

A stated objective of assuring that no
uranium miner developing lung cancer from
exposure to radiation shall go without ade-
quate medical care or compensation. This
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program should develop recommendations,
including proposed legislation, for the Fed-
eral government to participate in achieving
this objective.

Mr, President, I agree with the concept
that the Federal Government should
participate in a compensation, medical
treatment, and rehabilitation program
for uranium miners injured by radiation.
I have consulted with State officials, Fed-
eral officials, and officials of some of the
producing companies, and I wish to
acknowledge the advice and assistance
I have received from them in drafting
the bill I introduced today. I wish to
particularly thank Mr. Donald Ream of
the Labor Department, Mr. James Shaf-
fer, chairman of the Industrial Commis-
sion of Colorado, Mr. Charles Eason of
the AEC, and Mr. Richard Eckles, co-
ordinator of the Colorado Department
of Natural Resources, for their many
suggestions, as well as Charles Cook of
my own staff.

A TEMPORARY FEDERAL PROGRAM

Colorado State officials have expressed
to me the willingness of the State indus-
trial commission to assume the liability
for radiation hazards in the future;
however, during the period prior to the
establishment of standards by the Fed-
eral Radiation Council, it is unreasonable
for the States to be required to assume
liability for a hazard that they were
unaware of, particularly when the Fed-
eral Government was the primary and
almost exclusive beneficiary of uranium
mining and when the Federal Govern-
ment was in almost execlusive control of
the mnecessary technical information
needed to devise protective measures.

With this in mind, I have drawn a bill
which would cut off the liability of the
United States for injuries occurring
after December 31, 1970, the effect of
which would be to return the liability
to the States. This date is, of course,
somewhat arbitrary; it was selected as
being a date which would permit a rea-
sonable time for realistic standards to
be established and made operative. Ad-
ditionally, this date coincides with the
termination of the AEC uranium pur-
chase contracts.

Subsequent to 1970, uranium mining
will be primarily for the benefit of pri-
vate industry, and the logic which sup-
ports the assumption of liability by the
Federal Government during the early
period loses much of its persuasiveness
after that date. Under present circum-
stances, the States do not wish the Fed-
eral Government to permanently invade
this fleld of workmen’s compensation,
and I can see no logical reason for the
Federal Government to permanently as-
sume this obligation. It is hoped that
during the interim period between the
effective date of this act, if it becomes
law, and the cutoff date, actuarial data
can be developed sufficiently to enable
State compensation insurance funds,
private carriers, and self-insurors to
establish appropriate premiums and re-
serves to defray future potential
liabilities.

On the other hand, I wish to make it
clear that it is not the intention of sec-
tion 4 to relieve the United States from
liability for a lung cancer case which
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may have had its origin due to radia-
tion exposure in a uranium mine during
the period prior to the December 31,
1970, cutoff date. Testimony has shown
that the effects of this kind of injury
may not manifest itself for 10, 20, or
25 years after exposure. It is, therefore,
my intention that lung cancer cases
which have their origin in uranium min-
ing as a result of radiation exposure as
defined in section 2 of the bill, should
be compensable under the terms of the
bill.
STATE ADMINISTRATION

I have received comments to the effect
that States which already have ma-
chinery established should be permitted
to administer the provisions of the bill.
This is certainly a reasonable suggestion,
and would also effect savings to the Fed-
eral Government. It was with this pur-
pose in mind that subsection 3(b) was
included in the bill. It was not logical
to make the language mandatory since
there is such a variance in the work-
men's compensation setups in the
affected States; hence, the language is
permissive. However, it is the intent of
the subsection that the Secretary, in ex-
ercising his discretion, utilize established
State machinery wherever possible.

LEVEL OF BENEFITS

Using the existing precedent of the
Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’
Compensation Act, compensation bene-
fits under my bill, except medical bene-
fits, are geared to the established for-
mula of that act. Medical services and re-
habilitation will be furnished under the
applicable provision of subchapter I,
chapter 81 of title 5 of the United States
Code.

DOUEBLE COMPENSATION PREVENTED

There are included, of course, the
usual provisions prohibiting the injured
workman, his heirs or estate from re-
ceiving compensation from more than
one source for the same injury. The right
of recovery of any double compensation
is provided to the Secretary.

FRAUD; PENALTIES

Provision is made for fraudulent ap-
plications for benefits under the bill, and
as a misdemeanor, the maximum penal-
ties are set at 1 year imprisonment
or $1,000 fine or both.

LEGAL SERVICES

No claim for legal or other services
shall be allowed unless approved by the
Secretary, and anyone who solicits such
employment and receives a fee therefor,
shall, upon conviction, be subject to a
fine of $1,000 or imprisonment for 1 year
or both. While it is the purpose of this
section to insure that the benefits pro-
vided under this bill would get to the in-
jured workman or his heirs, nevertheless,
there are many occasions when the serv-
ices of legal counsel will be highly bene-
ficial in the interest of making a just
award. The Secretary is, therefore, au-
thorized to approve and pay for such
services out of the fund without dimin-
ishing the benefits to the claimant.

ASBSIGNMENT, EXECUTION AND LEVY
Again, in order to insure that the
claimant receives these benefits unen-
cumbered, there can be no assignment of
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rights under this bill. Further, all of the
moneys payable under the provisions of
the bill shall be exempt from execution,
levy, attachments, and garnishment.

REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES

As I pointed out earlier, Colorado has
been the leader both in the field of com-
pensation and in the field of preventa-
tive controls. The fact that Colorado has
been the leader should not be allowed to
work against her; if anything, she should
be rewarded for her leadership. There
has been considerable talk in the Halls
of Congress during the past few years
concerning incentive payments to States
“in order to encourage States to do what
they ought to be doing.” In this case a
State has assumed a liability more prop-
erly belonging to the Federal Govern-
ment. Surely, the least the Federal Gov-
ernment can do is to reimburse a State
which has been doing something the
United States should have been doing.

Earlier in this introductory speech I
quoted from documents which indicated
that as a result of recently released in-
formation an actuarial study was per-
formed which indicates that Colorado’s
liability could equal or exceed $8.5 mil-
lion over the next 15 years or so. The
magnitude of that liability is such as to
render Colorado’s compensation insur-
ance fund insolvent. Section 12 provides
for reimbursement to those States which
have paid benefits to persons for radia-
tion injuries as defined in the bill prior
to the effective date of the bill, January
1, 1968.

EFFECTIVE DATE

If enacted as drawn, the bill would be
effective as of January 1, 1968. This date
was selected back in the latter part of
May of this year when I first drafted the
bill. At that time, I had the impression
that things would move a little faster
than they have. While I have received
many comments from interested agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals, many
more have decferred comment until after
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
had completed its hearings and deliber-
ations and until after the Federal Radia-
tion Council had held its meetings relat-
ing to radiation standards. Therefore, T
wish to call to the attention of the com-
mittee to which this bill will be referred,
the need to review the effective date dur-
ing executive markup. It may be that the
dates in sections 6, 12, and 14 will need to
be revised.

Mr. President, the bill I introduce to-
day is the product of many conferences
with many people. I have tried to in-
corporate as many of the desirable fea-
tures that have been suggested as pos-
sible. I do not pretend that this bill is
the final and complete answer which
cannot be improved upon, but I do be-
lieve that it is a good beginning.

It is a beginning upon which the Con-
gress can work its legislative will, and in
its wisdom produce a legislative product
which will do equity to those who have
been injured by radiation, while at the
same time reimbursing States which
have led the way. It is for this reason
that I shall forward to the committee
of reference the many letters and memo-
randums I have received commenting
upon the various provisions of the bill, so
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that the committee may have the benefit
of those analyses during deliberation.

I had hoped that we could move to-
ward a resolution of this problem with
much more alacrity than has so far been
the case. Consequently, while I have not
received all of the comments I would
have liked to have received, and this is
particularly true of labor and industry,
I have decided to introduce the bill at
this time in order to get things moving
in a positive vein.

Mr. President, on behalf of Senator
Dowminick and myself, I send to the desk
for appropriate reference a bill to pro-
vide workmen’s compensation protection
to certain individuals who, while em-
ployed in, or in connection with, the min-
ing of radioactive material, suffer injury
or death from the effects of radiation.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 2686) to provide workmen'’s
compensation protection to certain in-
dividuals who, while employed in, or in
connection with, the mining of radio-
active material, suffer injury or death
from the effects of radiation introduced
by Mr. Arrorr (for himself and Mr.
DomINICK), was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

S. 2686

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Section 1. This Act may be clted as the
“Radiation Hazards Compensation Act”,

DEFINITIONS

SEec. 2. For the purposes of this Act—

(a) the term “radioactive material” means
any by-product material or any material,
solid, liquid, or gas that emits gamma rays
or X-rays, alpha or beta particles, high-speed
electrons, neutrons, protons, or other nuclear
particles or electomagnetic radiation capable
of producing ions directly or indirectly in
their passage through matter;

(b) the term “United States” when used in
a geographic sense means the fifty States and
the District of Columbia;

(e) the term “State” includes the District
of Columbia;

(d) the term “contractor with the United
States” includes any subcontractor or subor-
dinate subcontractor with respect to the
contract of such contractor;

(e) the term *‘Secretary"”, unless the con-
text indicates otherwise, means the Secre-
tary of Labor.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 3, (a) The provisions of this Act shall
be administered by the Secretary of Labor,
and the Secretary is authorized to make rules
and regulations for the administration there-
of and to contract with insurance carriers for
the use of the service facilities of such car-
riers for the purpose of facilitating admin-
istration of such provisions.

(b) In administering the provisions of this
Act the Secretary may enter into agreements
or cooperative working arrangements with
other agencies of the United States or of
any State or political subdivision thereof,
and with other public agencies and private
persons, agencies, or institutions, to utilize
their services and facllities and to com-
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pensate them for such use. The Secretary
may delegate to any officer or employee, or to
any agency, of the United States or of any
State, or any political subdivision thereof,
such of his powers and duties as he finds
necessary for carrying out the purposes of
this Act.

(c) The Secretary, in his discretion, may
waive the limitation provisions of subchapter
I of chapter 81 (relating to compensation for
work injuries generally) of title 5, United
States Code, with respect to notice of injury
and filing of claims under this Act, whenever
the Secretary shall find that, because of cir-
cumstances beyond the control of an in-
Jured person or his beneficiary, compliance
with such provisions could not have been
g(;:iompushed within the time therein speci-

INJURY OR DEATH

Sec. 4. (a) In the case of injury or death
resulting from injury—

(1) which occurs within the period which
begins January 1, 1941 and ends with the
close of December 31, 1970,

(2) which is attributable (wholly or in
part) to exposure to radioactive material,

(3) to any individual who, during the pe-
rlod referred to in clause (1) and before
such injury occurred, was employed in, or in
connection with, the mining (within the
United States) of radioactive material,

the provisions of subchapter I of chapter 81
of title 5, United States Code, shall (except
as is otherwise provided in this Act) apply
with respect thereto in the same manner and
to the same extent as if the individual suf-
fering such injury had, at the time such in-
Jjury was suffered by him, been a civil em-
ployee of the United States and were injured
while in the performance of his duty, and
any compensation found to be due shall be
paid from the compensation fund established
pursuant to section 8147 of such title 5. This
subsection shall not be construed to in-
clude any individual who would otherwise
come within the purview of subchapter I of
chapter 81 of such title 5.

(b) For purposes of subsection (a) (2), any
injury which could be attributable to ex-
posure from radioactive material shall be
deemed to be attributable to such exposure
if the injury arises after the individual suf-
fering the same was employed in, or in con-
nection with, the mining (within the United
States) of radioactive material.

LONGSHOREMEN'S AND HARBOR WORKERS'
COMPFENSATION ACT

Bec. 5. (a) In the administration of the
provisions of subchapter I of chapter 81 of
title 5, United States Code, with respect to
cases coming within the purview of section
4(a), the scale of compensation benefits and
the provisions for determining the amount of
compensation and the payment thereof as
provided in sections 8 and 9 of the Long-
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensa-
tion Act (908 and 909 of title 33, U.S.C.), so
far as the provisions of such sections can be
applied under the terms and conditions set
forth therein, shall be payable in lieu of the
benefits, except medical benefits, provided
under such subchapter I; except that the
total compensation payable under this Act
shall in no event exceed the limitations upon
compensation as fixed in section 14(m) of the
Longshoremen'’s and Harbor Workers' Com-
pensation Act (sec. 914(m) of title 33,
Us.c.).

(b) For purposes of computing compensa-
tion with respect to cases coming within the
purview of section 4(a), the provisions of
sections 6 and 10 of the Longshoremen’s and
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act (906 and
910 of title 33, U.S.C.) shall be applicable, ex-
cept that the minimum limif on weekly com-
pensation for disability, established by sec-
tion 6(b) of such Act, and the minimum limit
on the average weekly wages on which death
benefits are to be computed, established by
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section 9(e) of such Act, shall not apply in
computing compensation under this Act.

DEEMED DATE OF OCCURRENCE OF INJURY OR
DEATH

Sec. 6. Any injury or death within the pur-
view of this Act which occurred prior to
January 1, 1968, shall, for purposes of any
requirements with respect to the report of
such injury or death or with respect to the
time for making claim for compensation on
account thereof, be deemed to have occurred
on January 1, 1968.

RECEIPT OF WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION
BENEFITS

Sec. 7. (a) No benefits shall be paid or
furnished under the provislons of this Act
for any injury or death to any person who
recovers or receives workmen's compensation
benefits for the same injury or death under
any other law of the United States, or under
the law of any State, or benefits in the na-
ture of workmen's compensation benefits
payable under an agreement approved or
authorized by the United States pursuant
to which a contractor with the United
States has undertaken to provide such
benefits.

(b) The Secretary of Labor shall have a
lien and a right of recovery, to the extent
of any payments made to any person under
this Act on account of Injury or death,
against any compensation payable under any
other workmen's compensation law on ac-
count of the same injury or death; and any
amount recovered under this subsection
shall be covered into the fund established
gnoger sectlon 8147 of title 5, United States

e.

(c) Where any individual specified in sec-
tion 4(a), or the dependent, beneficiary, or
allottee of such individual, receives or claims
wages, payment in lieu of wages, or insur-
ance benefits for disability or loss of life
(other than workmen's compensation bene-
fits), and the cost of such wages, payments,
or benefits 1s provided in whole or in part
by the United States, the amount of such
wages, payments, or benefits shall be cred-
ited, In such manner as the Secretary of
Labor shall determine, against any payments
to which any such individual is entitled un-
der this Act.

(d) Where any individual specified in sec-
tion 4(a), or any dependent, beneficiary, or
allottee of such person, or the legal repre-
sentative or estate of any such individual (his
dependent, beneficiary, or allottee), after
having obtained benefits under this Act,
seeks through any proceeding, clalm, or
otherwise, brought or maintained against the
employer of such Individual, the Unitea
States, or any other person, to recover wages,
payments in lieu of wages, or any sum
claimed for services rendered, or for failure to
furnish transportation, or for liquidated or
unliquidated damages under the employment
contract, or any other benefit, and the right
in respect thereto is alleged to have accrued
during or as to any period of time in respect
to which payments under this Act in such
case have been made, and in like cases where
a recovery is made or allowed, the Secretary
of Labor shall have the right of intervention
and a lien and right of recovery to the extent
of any payments paid and payable under this
Act in such case, provided the cost of such
wages, payments in lieu of wages, or other
such right, may be directly or indirectly paid
by the United States; and any amounts re-
covered under this subsection shall be
covered into the fund established under sec-
tion 8147 of title 5, United States Code.

(e) If at the time an individual sustains
an injury coming within the purview of this
Act such individual is receiving workmen's
compensation benefits on account of a prior
accldent or disease, such person shall not be
entitled to any benefits under this Act dur-
ing the period covered by such workmen's
compensation benefits unless the injury com-
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ing within the purview of this Act increases
his disability, and then only to the extent
such disability has been so increased.

FRAUD, PENALTIES

Sec. 8. Whoever, for the purpose of causing
an increase in any payment authorized to be
made under this Act, or for the purpose of
causing any payment to be made where no
payment 1s authorized hereunder, shall
knowingly make or cause to be made, or aid
or abet in the making of any false statement
or representation of a material fact in any
application for any payment under this Act,
or knowingly make or cause to be made, or
ald or abet in the making of any false state-
ment, representation, affidavit, or document
in connection with such an application, or
claim, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction thereof shall be fined not
more than 1,000 or imprisoned for not more
than one year, or both.

LEGAL SERVICES

Sec. 8. No claim for legal services or for any
other services rendered in respect of a clalm
or award for compensation under this Act to
or on account of any person shall be valld
unless approved by the Secretary; and any
claim so approved shall, In the manner and
to the extent fixed by the Secretary, be pald
out of the compensation payable to the
claimant; and any person who receives any
fee, other consideration, or any gratuity on
account of services so rendered, unless such
consideration or gratuity is so approved, or
who soliclts employment for another person
or for himself in respect of any clalm or
award for compensation under this Act shall
be gullty of a misdemeanor and upon con-
vietion thereof shall, for each offense, be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not
more than one year, or both.

FINALITY OF SECRETARY'S DECISIONS

Bec. 10, The action of the Secretary in al-
lowing or denying any payment under this
Act shall be final and conclusive on all ques-
tions of law and fact and not subject to
review by any other officlal of the United
States or by any court by mandamus or
otherwise, and the Comptroller General is
authorized and directed to allow credit in
the accounts of any certifying or disbursing
officer for payments in accordance with such
action,

ASSIGNMENT OF BENEFITS, EXECUTION,
ETC., AGAINST BENEFITS

Sec. 11. The right of any person to any
benefit under this Act shall not be trans-
ferable or assignable at law or In equity ex-
cept to the United States, and none of the
moneys pald or payable (except money pald
hereunder as relmbursement for funeral
expenses or as reilmbursement with respect to
payments of workmen's compensation or in
the nature of workmen’'s compensation bene-
fits) , or rights existing under this Act, shall
be subject to execution, levy, attachment,
garnishment, or other legal process or to the
operation of any bankruptcy or insolvency
law.

LEVY,

REIMEURSEMENT TO STATES

SEc. 12. Where any State or any workmen’s
compensation fund of any State has prior to
January 1, 1968, pald benefits to any person
by reason of an injury or death which comes
within the purview of section 4 (a), such
State, or fund (as the case may be) shall be
entitled to reimbursement for all the bene-
fits so pald, including funeral and burial ex-
penses, medical, hospital, or other similar
costs for treatment and care, and reasonable
and necessary claims expense In connection
therewith. Claim for such reimbursement
shall be filed with the Secretary under regu-
lations promulgated by him, and such claims,
or such part thereof as may be allowed by the
Secretary, shall be paid from the compen-
sation fund established pursuant to section
8147 of title 5, United States Code.
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION

Sec. 13. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such funds as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.
From amounts so appropriated, such funds
as may be necessary to make the payments
provided by this Act from the compensation
fund established pursuant to section 8147
of title 6, United States Code, shall be de-
posited in such fund.

EFFECTIVE DATE PROVISIONS

Sec. 14. No payments of benefits under this
Act and no payments under this Act to
States or BState workmen’s compensation
funds shall be made prior to January 1, 1968.

EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF
CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
FOR MIGRANT HEALTH SERVICES

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I introduce, for appropriate
reference today, a bill to extend and
otherwise amend certain expiring provi-
sions of the Public Health Service Act
for migrant health services. Joining me
in sponsoring this measure are Senator
Casg, Senator CLARK, Senator JaviTts,
Senator KeNNEDY of Massachusetts, Sen-
ator Kennepy of New York, Senator
Morskg, Senator PeLL, and Senator Yar-
BOROUGH,

Mr. President, millions of Americans—
migrant farmworkers and their fami-
lies—traditionally have been excluded
from community health services—ex-
cluded by distance, cost, their own lack
of knowledge, their transiency, and com-
munity rejection. Migrants have less ac-
cess to health care than other members
of our population, although they gener-
ally have a greater need for health care.
The migrant family’s transient way of
life aggravates the many basic health
problems which are associated with their
poverty, and poor living and working
conditions. They live on the fringes of so-
ciety, far removed from such funda-
mental community health services as im-
munizations and obstetrical care.

The Migrant Health Act, enacted in
1962 as Public Law 89-692 with an ap-
propriation ceiling of $3 million annual-
ly for a 3-year period, has started to
change this picture. Because of its wide-
ly recognized success in upgrading the
health of the migrant farm family, the
act was extended by Public Law 89-109
for an additional 3 years with increasing
appropriations. This extension carries
the program through June 30, 1968.

We are far from providing each mi-
grant the minimum standard of health
most of us have; they need more than a
get-well card. Extending the appropri-
ation of the Migrant Health Act as I
am proposing today will bring the Public
Health Service programs to a more real-
istic level.

The Migrant Health Act which amends
title IIT of the Public Health Service
Act to authorize grants for improving
domestic agricultural migratory workers'
health services and conditions helps
States and communities to muster the
resources needed to extend their services
to migrants.

Grants by the Public Health Service
pay part of the cost of family clinics held
in large labor camps at times when mi-

November 22, 1967

grant workers and their families can use
the service without loss of time from
work. Local physicians provide medical
treatment for illness or injury at the
family eclinics. They also provide im-
munizations, screening for hidden dis-
ease, family planning services, and pre-
and post-natal care. In addition, they
supplement family clinic services by pro-
viding care in their own offices between
clinic sessions.

Nurses assist the physicians in the
clinics, and visit camps on a regular
schedule to advise on health matters,
identify health problems that require
treatment, arrange for the patients to
see project physicians, and see that pa-
tients understand and follow the doctor's
instructions.

Migrant health grants also help to pay
for dental care, health education, sani-
tation services, and other types of health
services.

Programs under the act stress flexi-
bility in the scheduling of services so as
to make them available at times and
places where migrants can effectively
be reached. Night clinics are frequent-
ly held at points where migrant workers
are concentrated and health aides work
in migrant labor camps in order to
bring service to people ill-accustomed
to seeking and using medical care.
Through these projects we are making
progress in the health status, the per-
sonal health practices, and the environ-
ment of migrant workers and their
families.

During the 1967 fiscal year, one-
fourth of the Nation’s migrants had ac-
cess to project services for at least a
brief period. Migrant workers and family
members made more than 239,000 visits
for medical or dental treatment. In ad-
dition, nurses made 125,000 visits
to migrant families, for casefinding,
followup, and health counseling: and
sanitarians made 125,000 camp inspec-
tions,

However, the demand for migrant
health services far exceeds the existing
program’s resources, Grant funds avail-
able for fiscal year 1968 were limited to
$7.2 million, about $2 million less than
the small authorization. Yet the needs
for growth of existing projects—without
adding a single new project anywhere in
the country—came to more than $13
million. In other words, current needs
already exceed available funds by ap-
proximately $6 million. New projects will
increase the need beyond $6 million. In
view of the lack of funds, the Public
Health Service has had to notify new
applicants that their projects cannot
even be considered until additional
funding is available.

For the first time in migrants’ long
history of neglect, the migrant health
program provides a mechanism to bring
this needy group higher on the priority
list of States and communities. The pro-
gram has demonstrated that the special
incentive of project grants stimulates
community planning and acceptance of
responsibility. Many of the communities
where migrants live and work tempo-
rarily are themselves below the national
average in income. These communities
desperately need the financial help which
we have already generated.
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The program is well started. Loss of
the planning and organizational effort to
deliver services to migrants would be un-
fortunate. Loss of services to the people
would be ftragic. Loss of momentum
would be regrettable. To maintain the
program’s momentum and to realize its
potential, it should now be extended.
Moreover, the appropriation ceilings
should be set at realistic levels that will
enable the Public Health Service to in-
crease the geographic coverage of project
services; to strengthen and expand med-
ical, dental, health education, and other
project services; and to make grant as-
sistance avalilable for full reimbursement
of hospital costs.

The Public Health Service has awarded
grants to 31 projects serving migrants in
114 counties in 20 States by the end of
the program’s first operating year. To-
day, 115 projects provide migrants per-
sonal health care in 300 counties in 36
States and Puerto Rico.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the computation of migrant
health projects, the services which they
provide, and their directors listed by
State be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the com-
putation was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

APPENDIX B
[From the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, January 1, 1967]
PrOJECTS RECEIVING MIGRANT HEALTH PROJECT
GRANT ASSISTANCE

NoteE—A. Personal health services usually
include medical, nursing, health education
and, in many cases, at least limited dental
or other services; B. Sanitation services in-
clude housing, camp and field inspection and
follow-up; plus work with owners and occu-
pants of housing to improve maintenance
of the general environment; C. Statewide
consultation includes general assistance in
program planning, development, and coordi~
nation. J

ARIZONA

A, B—Catherine C. Le Seney, M.D., Direc-
tor, Pinal County Migrant Health Protect
(MG-94), Pinal County Health Department,
Post Office Box 807, Florence, Arlzona,

C—Statewide consultation; personal
health and sanitation services in counties
without county-level projects: Robert C.
Martens, Director, Arizona State Migrant
Health Program (MG-111), State Depart-
ment of Health, 1624 West Adams Street,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007.

A, B—8. PF. Farnsworth, M.D., Director,
Maricopa County t Famlily Health
Clinic Project (MG-29), Maricopa County
Health Department, 1825 East Roosevelt,
Phoenix, Arizona 850086.

A, B—Frederick J. Brady, M.D., Director,
Assistance to Pima County Migrants (MG-
49), Pima County Health Department, 161
West Alameda Street, Tucson, Arizona.

A, B—Joseph Pinto, M.D., Director, Yuma
County Migrant Family Health Clinic (MG-
66), Yuma County Health Department, 145
Third Avenue, Yuma, Arizona.

ARKANSAS

A, B—Richard J. Brightwell, M.D., Direc-
tor, Northwest Arkansas Migrant Committee
Project, Washington County Public Health
Center (MG-50), 34 West North Street, Fay-
etteville, Arkansas.

CALIFORNIA
Statewlide consultation: personal health
and sanitation services through county-level
subprojects in cooperating countles: Robert
Day, M.D., Director, Health Program for Farm
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Workers' Families, State Department of Pub-
lis Health, 2151 Berkeley Way, Berkeley, Cali-
fornia.
COLORADO

Statewide consultation and services to sup-
plement those at county-level; personal
health services through county-level sub-
projects In cooperating counties: Dr. Robert
A. Downs, D.D.S, Director, State Migrant
Plan for Public Health Service (MG-09),
Colorado Department of Public Health, 4210
East 11th Avenue, Denver, Colorado 80220.

CONNECTICUT

B—Marvin L. Smith, Director, Improved
Migrant Farm Labor Sanitation Program
(MG-82), State Department of Health, Hart-
ford, Connecticut 06115.

DELAWARE

A—Rev. Samuel A. Snyder, Jr., Director,

Delaware Migrant Health Project (MG-83),

Delaware State Council of Churches, 217
North Bradford Street, Dover, Delaware,

FLORIDA

Statewide consultation; personal health
and sanitation services through county-level
subprojects in cooperating counties: James
E. Fulghum, M.D., Acting Director, Statewide
Program of Health Services for ‘MG-18) Mi-
grant Farm Workers and thelr Dependents,
Florida State Board of Health, Post Office
Box 210, Jacksonville, Florida 32201.

A, B—T. E. Cato, M.D., Director, Compre-
hensive Health Care Project for Migrant
Farm Workers (MG-34), Dade County Health
Department, 1350 Northwest 14th Street,
Miami, Florida.

A, B—Donald N. Logsdon, M.D., Director,
Improvement of Personal Health and En-
vironmental Sanitatlon (MG-11), Palm
Beach County Health Department, 8§26 Ever-
nia Street, West Palm Beach, Florida.

IDAHO

B (primary focus)—F. O. Graeber, M.D,,
Director, Idaho's Migrant Health Services
(MG-124), Idaho Department of Health,
Statehouse, Boise, Idaho 83701,

ILLINOIS

Statewlde consultation; personal health
services in process of development in 3 coun-
ties: Donaldson F. Rawlings, M.D., Director,
An Action Program for Agricultural Migrant
Workers and their Familles (MG-105), Ii-
linois Department of Public Health, Division
of Preventive Medicine, Springfield, Illinois.

INDIANA

Statewide consultation; personal health
and sanitation services in cooperating coun-
ties. Verne K. Harvey, Jr., M.D. Director,
Health Services for Agricultural Migrant
Workers and Familles (MG-20), Indiana
State Board of Health, 1330 West Michigan
Street, Indianapolis, Indiana,

IOWA

A—Mrs. Richard E. Sandage, Director,
Health Services for Migrant Families in the
North Iowa Area (MG-116), Migrant Action
Program, Inc., Box 717, Mason City, Iowa
50401.

A, B—Mr, Jerry Lange, Director, Muscatine
Area Migrant Families Health Service (MG-
23), Muscatine Migrant Committee, Post Of-
fice Box 683, Muscatine, Jowa 52761.

KANSAS

A, B—N. G. Walker, M.D,, M.P.H., Director,
Plan to Provide Health Services to Migrants,
Kansas City-Wyandotte County Health De-
partment (MG-T74), 619 Ann Avenue, Kansas
City, Kansas.

A, B—Patricla Schloesser, M.D., Director,
Public Health Services to Kansas Migrants
(MG-64), Kansas State Department of
Health, Topeka, Kansas,

KENTUCKY

A, B—Jorge Deju, M.D,, Director, Migrant

Worker Health Project (MG-77), Kentucky
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State Department of Health, 275 East Main
Street, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601,

LOUISIANA

A—Mr, Milburn Fletcher, Director, New
and Improved Medical, Dental and Nursing
Services to Migratory Workers and Families
(MG-54), Health Subcommittee, Tangipahoa
Migrant Committee, Box 257—Route 2,
Ponchatoula, Louisiana,

MARYLAND

A—The Reverend Carroll L. Boyer, Director,
Frederick County Migrant Health Project
(MG-80), Frederick County Migrant Health
Council, Inec., 1415 W. Seventh Street,
Frederick, Maryland 21701.

MASSACHUSETTS

A—Leon Sternfeld, M.D., Director, Massa-
chusetts Migrant Health Project (MG-68),
Massachusetts Health Research Institute,
Inc., 8 Ashburton Place, Boston, Massachu-
setts 02108.

MICHIGAN

B—Robert L. Maddex, Director, Improving
Seasonal Labor Facilities to Benefit Migrant
Health and Welfare (MG-76), Agricultural
Engineering Department, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, Michigan.

A (see MG-91)—Ralph Ten Have, M.D.,
Director, Cooperative Migrant Project (MG-—
31), Ottawa County Health Department,
Grand Haven, Michigan.

B—Serves all counties in State housing
migrants but lacking local sanitation project
services: John E. Vogt, Director, Environmen-
tal Health Camp Sanitation Project for Mi-
grant Worker and his Family (MG-91),
Michigan Department of Health, 3500 North
Logan, Lansing, Michigan.

Statewide consultation: Douglas H. Fryer,
M.D., Director, Improvement and Expansion
of Health Services to Migrant Agricultural
Workers, and their Families (MG-30), Michi-
gan Department of Health, 3500 North Logan,
Lansing, Michigan,

A, B—Gladys J. Kleinschmidt, M.D., Di-
rector, Migrant Family Health Clinic and
Hospital Program (MG-131), Manistee-
Mason Distriect Health Department, 401 East
Ludington Avenue, Ludington, Michigan
49431.

A, B—C. D. Barrett, Sr.,, M.D.,, M.P.H,, Di-
rector, Migrant Family Health Services,
Nursing, Sanitation and Dental (MG-79),
Monroe County Health Department, Monroe,
Michigan 48161,

A, B—Robert P. Locey, M.D., Director, Mi-
grant Health Program (MG-107), Tri-County
Associated Health Departments, 505 Pleasant
Street, St. Joseph, Michigan.

MINNESOTA

A, B (in cooperating counties) —Statewide
consultation: D. S. Fleming, M.D,, Director,
Migrant Labor Environmental Health, and
Nursing Service and Health Education Project
(MG-67), Minnesota Department of Health,
University Campus Minneapolis, Minnesota
55440.

MISSOURI

A (limited)—David Ragan, Director, Fam-
ily Health Education Services for Home Based
Migrants (MG-104), Delmo Housing Corpora-
tion, Lilbourn, Missourl.

NEBRASKA
A, B (in one area of State)—T. R. Dap-
pen, Director, Plan to Provide Health Educa-
tion and Other Public Health Services for
Migrant Families (MG-88), Nebraska State
Department of Health, Capital Bullding,
Post Office Box 94757, Lincoln, Nebraska
68500.
NEW JERSEY
A, B (In cooperating counties) —Statewide
consultation: Thomas Gilbert, M.P.H, Di-
rector, Health Services for Migrant Agricul-
tural Workers (MG-08), New Jersey State
Department of Health, 129 East Hanover
Street, Trenton, New Jersey 08625,
A, B—William P. Doherty, Director, Migrant
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Health Services, Cumberland County (MG-
118), Board of Chosen Freeholders of Cum-
berland County, Cumberland County Court
House, Bridgeton, New Jersey.

NEW MEXICO

A, B—Paul C. Cox, Director, Las Cruces
Migrant Health Project (MG-15), Las Cruces
Committee on Migrant Ministry, 1904 Idaho
Avenue, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

A, B—Marion Hotopp, M.D., and Marion
S. Morse, M.D., Codirectors, Migrant Health
Project-Health Districts 1 and 5 (MG-134),
New Mexico Department of Public Health,
408 Galisteo Street, Sante Fe, New Mexico
87501.

NEW YORK

A, B—G. Harold Warnock, M.D, MP.H,
Director, Cayuga County Migrant Health
Services Program, Cayuga County Health De-
partment (MG-106), 6 James Street, Box
219, Auburn, New York.

A, B—Bernard S. Bernstein, Director,
Orange County Migrant Health Project (MG—
135), Orange County Council of Community
Services, Box 178, Goshen, New York.

A, B—Vernon B. Link, M.D,, Director, New
Platz Migrant Health Project (MG-125), Ul-
ster County Department of Health, 244 Fair
Street, Kingston, New York 12401.

A, B—Michael D, Busceml, M.D., Director,
Suffolk County Migrant Health Project
(MG-60), Suffolk County Department of
Health, Suffolk County Center, Riverhead,
Long Island, New York.

A—John A. Radebaugh, M.D., Director,
Monroe County Migrant Project (MG-103),
University of Rochester, River Campus Sta-
tion, Rochester, New York 14627.

A, B—Evelyn F. H. Rogers, M.D.,, MP.H.,
Director, Family Service Clinics (MG-38),
Utica County Department of Health, Utica
District Office, 1512 Genessee Street, Utica,
New York 13502.

NEVADA

A—Otto Ravenholt, M.D., Director, Moapa
Valley Migrant Health Program (MG-133),
Clark County District Health Department,
625 Shadow Lane, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106.

NORTH CAROLINA

A—Caroline H. Callison, M.D., Director,
Sampson Migrant Health BService Project
(MG-122), Community Action Counecil, Inec.,
Clinton, North Carolina.

A, B—Isa C. Grant, M.D., Director, Alber-
marle Migrant Health Service Project (MG-
57), District Health Service Project (MG-5T7),
District Health Department, Elizabeth City,
North Carolina.

A, B—Mrs. Frank R. Burson, Director, Hen-
derson County Migrant Family Health Serv-
ice (MG-28), Henderson County Migrant
Council, Inc., 218 Fairground Avenue, Hen-
dersonville, North Carolina.

A—Reverend Mr. Charles L. Kirby, Director,
Carteret County Mobile Migrant Clinic (MG-
27), Carteret County Migrant Committee,
c/o First Presbyterian Church, Morehead
City, North Carolina.

Statewide consultation; sanitation services
in counties without sanitation services
through local projects: W. Burns Jones, M.D.,
Director, Migrant Health Project (MG-56),
North Carolina State Board of Health, Post
Office Box 2091, Ralelgh, North Carolina.

OHIO

A—Mrs. Ralph McFadden, Director, Mi-
grant Health Study Project and Dental Care
Program (MG—263), Hartville Migrant Coun-
cil, 1812 Frazier Avenue Northwest, Canton,
Ohio 44709.

B—(Statewlide to supplement services of
county-level projects): Ray B. Watts, Di-
rector, Enviromental Health Project (Mi-
grants), Ohio Department of Health, 450 East
Town Street, Post Office Box 118, Columbus,
Ohio.

Statewide consultation; direct services to
supplement those through county-level proj-
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ects: Miss Helen Massengale, Director, Health
Alde, Nursing and Nutrition Consultation
Project (MG-36), Ohio Department of Health,
450 East Town Street, Post Office Box, 118
Columbus, Ohio.

A—(through cooperating county-level
projects) : Willlam L. Babeaux, D.D.S., Di-
rector, A Program for Provision of Dental
Services to Migrants (MG-86), Ohio Depart-
ment of Health, 65 South Front Street, Co-
lumbus 15, Ohio.

A, B—William J. Boswell, M.D., Director, Mi-
grant Health Clinics, Nursing and Sanitation
Service Program (MG-21), Sandusky County-
Fremont City General Health District, Fre-
mont, Ohio.

A, B—Gilles Wolverton, M.D., Director
Migrant Health Clinlc and Nursing Services
Project (MG-78), Darke County General
Health District, Courthouse, Greenville, Ohio.

A—Rev. Robert Lamantia, Director Ottawa
County Migrant Family Health Service Clinie,
Ottawa County Ministry to Migrants, 159
North Church Street, Oak Harbor, Ohio.

A—Milo B. Rice, M.D., Project Director,
Migrant Labor Family Care Program (MG-
61), Putnam County General Health District,
Courthouse, Ottawa, Ohlo.

A, B—Dorothy M. Van Ausdal, M.D., Di-
rector, Family Health Education Project for
Migrants (MG-35), Lucas County Health
Department, 416 North Erie Street, Toledo,
Ohio 43624.

OKLAHOMA

A, B—Joan M. Levitt, M.D., Director, Proj-
ect To Improve Health Conditions and Health
Services to the Domestic Agricultural Mi-
grants (MG-58), State Department of
Health, 3400 North Eastern, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma.

OREGON

A, B—H. Grant Skinner, M.D., Director,
Yamhill County Migrant Health Project
(MG-63), Yamhill County Health Depart-
ment, Courthouse, McMinnville, Oregon,

Statewide consultation; direct personal
health and sanitation services and services
through contacts in cooperating counties.
Ralph R. Sullivan, M.D., Director, Clinic
Care, Public Health Nursing and Sanitation
Services to Migrant Farm Labor (MG-05),
Oregon State Board of Health, 1400 South-
west Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201.

PENNSYLVANIA

Statewide consultation; direct personal
health and sanitation services in cooperating
counties. A. L. Chapman, M.D., Director,
Health and Medical Services for Migrants
(MG-33), Pennsylvania Department of
Health, Post Office Box 80, Harrisburg, Penn-
sylvania,

PUERTO RICO

A, B—Ruben Nagzario, M.D., Director,
Health Needs of Migrant Workers Project
(MG-58), University of Puerto Rico, School
of Medicine, San Juan, Puerto Rico 00905.

SOUTH CAROLINA

A, B—H. Parker Jones, M.D. Director,
Comprehensive Health Program for Agricul-
tural Migrants—Beaufort County (MG-121),
Post Office Box 408,' Beaufort, South Caro-
lina 20903.

A, B—E. Kenneth Aycock, M.D., Director,
Health Services for Migratory Agricultural
Workers and Their Families—Charleston
County (MG-26), 334 Calhoun Street?
Charleston, South Carolina 29401,

TEXAS

A, B—Gonzalo V. Trevino, Director, Jim
Wells County Migrant Health Project (MG-
99), Jim Wells County Commissioners Court,

1 Address of the project director is as
shown. However, the sponsor in each case is
South Carolina State Board of Health, J.
Marion Sims Building, Columbia, South
Carolina 20201.
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Jim Wells County Court House, 200 Norih
Almond Street, Alice, Texas 78332.

Statewide consultation provision of tech-
nical and professional assistance to special
local projects in establishing and maintain-
ing thelr migrant programs.

A, B—Carl F. Moore, Jr.,, M.D., Director,
Technical Assistance in Approaches to Health
Problems Associated with Migratory Labor
(MG-—03), Texas State Department of Health,
1100 West 49th Street, Austin, Texas.

A, B—Jack F. Fox, M.D, and Harold R.
Stevenson, M.D., Co-Directors, Greenbelt
Medical Society Migrant Health Project
(Childress and Hall Counties) (MG-109),
Greenbelt Medical Soclety, 306 Third North-
east, Childress, Texas.

A, B—J. M. Barton, M.D., Director, La Salle
County Migrant Health Project (MG-120),
La Salle Court House, Center at Stewart
Street, Cotulla, Texas 78014.

A, B—T. J. Taylor, Director, Crosby County
Migrant Health Service Project (MG-108),
Crosbyton Clinic Hospital, Post Office Box 248,
Crosbyton, Texas.

A, B—B. Oliver Lewis, M.D., Director, Del
Rio-Val Verde County Health Department
Migrant Health Project (MG-128), Municipal
Bulilding, Del Rio, Texas.

A, B—R. D. Newman, Director, Castro
County Migratory Health Project (MG-143),
Castro County Commissioner's Court, Court-
house, Dimmitt, Texas.

A, B—Dr, John R. Copenhaver, M.D., Direc-
tor, Hidalgo County Migrant Health Project
(MG-117), Hidalgo County Health Depart-
ment, Room 427, Courthouse, Edinburg,
Texas.

A, B—L. W, Chilton, Jr., M.D, Director,
Goliad County (Texas) Migrant Health Proj-
ect (MG-114), Goliad Project for Handi-
capped Children, Box 53, Gollad, Texas 77963.

A, B—D, M. Shelby, M.D., Director, Gon-
zales County Migrant Health Project (MG-
115), Gonzales County Medical Society, Gon-
zales, Texas T8629.

A, B—Jose L. Gonzalez, Director, Laredo-
Webb County Migrant Family Health Project
(MG-42), Laredo-Webb County Health De-
partment, 400 Arkansas Avenue, Laredo,
Texas,

A, B—David M. Cowgill, M.D., Director,
Technical Assistance in Developing Tech-
niques and Approaches to Health Problems
Associated with Seasonal Farm Labor in
Public /Health Education, Sanitation, and
Public Health Nursing, Countywide (MG-48),
Lubbock City-County Health Department,
1202 Jarvis, Lubbock, Texas.

A, B—Carl P, Weidenbach, M.D., Director,
Hale County Migrant Health Service (MG-
37), Plainview-Hale County Health Depart-
ment, 10th and Ash Streets, Plainview, Texas,

A—Mrs. Helen V. McMahan, Director,
Yoakum County Migrant Health Service
Project (MG-113), Yoakum County Com-
missioners, Yoakum County Courthouse,
Box 458, Plains, Texas T9355.

A, B—Roy G. Reed, M.D., Director, Calhoun
County Migrant Health Services Program
(MG-85), Port Lavaca-Calhoun County
Health Unit, 131 Hospital Street, Port Lavaca,
Texas,

A, B—Dr. John R. Copenhaver, M.D., Direc-
tor, Cameron County Migrant Health Proj-
ect (MG-07), Cameron County Health De-
partment, 186 North Sam Houston Boulevard,
San Benito, Texas 78586.

A, B—Hon. Tom H. Neely, Director, Huds-
peth County-Dell City Migrant, Hudspeth
County Commissioners’ Court, Hudspeth
County Court House, Sierra Blanca, Texas.

A, B—H. A. Rickels, Director, Spur-
Dickens County Health Service Project (MG-
110), Spur City Aldermen, City, Post Office
Box 356, Spur, Texas.

A, B—B. Oliver Lewis, M.D, Director,
Bouthwestern Texas Health Department
Migrant Project (MG-44), Southwestern
Texas Health Department, Headquarters,
Post Office Box 517, Uvalde, Texas.
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A, B—Pedro Remirez, Jr., Director, Zapata
County Migrant Health Project (MG-100),
Zapata County Commissioners' Court, Post
Office Box 272, Zapata, Texas.

UTAH

A, B—Robert W. Sherwood, M.D., Director,
Utah Migrant Health Service (MG-98), Utah
State Department of Health, 44 Med-
ical Drive, Salt Lake City, Utah 84113.

VIRGINTA

A, B—J. B. Kenley, M.D., Director, Migrant
Health Project—Virginia (MG-41), Division
of Local Health Services, State Department
of Health, Richmond, Virginia.

WASHINGTON

A, B—Dr. Phillip Jones, Director, Whatcom
County Migrant Health Program (MG-132),
Bellingham-Whatcom County District Health
Department, 509 Girard Street, Bellingham,
Washington 98225.

A, B—Ernest Kredel, M.D., Director, Health
Services for Migrant Workers in Puyallup-
Stuck Valley (MG-19), Tacoma-Plerce
County Health Department, 649 County-City
Building, Tacoma, Washington 98402.

WEST VIRGINIA

A, B—R. C. Hood, M.D., Director, Migrant
Health Project (MG-123), Berkeley-Morgan
County Health Department, 209 East EKing
Street, Martinsburg, West Virginia.

WISCONSIN

A, B—Mrs. Clayton S. Mills, Director,
Migrant Medical Aid Program (MG-75),
Catholic Diocese of Madison, Guadalupe
House, Elm Acre, Endeavor, Wisconsin 53939,

A—Mrs, Al Lambrecht, Director, St. Joseph
Migrant Family Health Clinic (MG-129), St.
Joseph Hospital, 707 South University Ave-
nue, Beaver Dam, Wisconsin 53916.

A—Mrs., Mary Ann Minorik, Director,
Waushara County (Wisconsin) Migrant
Health Clinie (MG-130), Waushara County
Committee for Economic Opportunity, Box
310, Wautoma, Wisconsin.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, at present only an estimated
one-fourth of the total migrant popula-
tion has access to Migrant Health Act
project services. There is, therefore, an
urgent need for increased Federal appro-
priations if we are to provide for the
expansion of present project services to
provide adequate coverage for the mi-
grant worker and his family. Such ex-
pansion will add to the value of diag-
nostic service now offered and will make
possible the funding of new projects
where they are needed now. An increased
number of health projects, both in home-
base areas and in communities along the
migrant stream, are needed so that the
migrant family will have the opportunity
for uninterrupted clinical service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2688) to extend and other-
wise amend certain expiring provisions
of the Public Health Service Act for
migrant health services, introduced by
Mr. WirLriams of New Jersey (for him-
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-

dent, on behalf of the distinguished Sen-

ator from Washington [Mr. MacnuUsoN]
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I ask unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. Fone] be added as a co-
sponsor of the bill (S. 2661) to amend
the Public Health Service Act to provide
for the establishment of a National In-
stitute of Marine Medicine and Pharma-
cology in the National Institutes of
Health. ’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. MonpaALE], the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Bocas], the Senator
from Texas [Mr. YareoroucH], and the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Foncl be
added to my bill (S. 2147) to clarify and
otherwise amend the Meat Inspection
Act, to provide for cooperation with ap-
propriate State agencies with respect to
State meat inspection programs, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, this
brings to 25 the number of our colleagues
that have joined me in cosponsoring this
measure. I ask unanimous consent that
the names of all the Senators joining me
in sponsoring S. 2147 be inserted at this
point in the Recogbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The names of the Senators cosponsor-
ing S. 2147 are as follows:

Senators ANDERSON, BARTLETT, BENNETT,
BoGGs, BREWSTER, BROOKE, BYRD of West Vir-
ginia, CrArk, CooPER, FoNG, HART, KENNEDY
of Massachusetts, KENNEDY of New TYork,
LauscHE, LonG of Missourl, McGEE, MONDALE,
MonrONEY, Morseg, Moss, SmMITH, TYDINGS,
YarBOorROUGH, YouNG of North Dakota, and
Youne of Ohio.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the senior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTEY] I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HiLL] be added as a co-
sponsor of the joint resolution (S.J. Res.
54) proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States relative to
equal rights for men and women,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TOWARD A LASTING PEACE IN THE
EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the world
cannot allow another outbreak of con-
flict in the Near East. Three times in the
past generation, Israel and the Arab
nations have gone to war. Each time the
issue has turned on the survival of one
people as a nation, Each time the
weaponry has been more sophisticated
and deadly, the cataclysm more hor-
rendous. Each time we have called on
the United Nations to achieve settlement.
And each time, so far, we have failed to
achieve a lasting peace.

The next time, and God forbid that it
should come to pass, the antagonists will
probably have missiles, maybe with nu-
clear warheads. The instruments of war
have been improved—if that is the
word—to kill more people with greater
rapidity, as they have become more
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easily available and far easier to operate.
The pushbutton generation of nuclear
missiles is not far away. Any nation,
regardless of its technical ability, will
be able to train a man to pull a lever,
once a helpful technician from some
“advanced country” like the Soviet Un-
ion, has tuned the guidance system,
armed the warhead and aimed the mis-
sile toward the enemy nearby or far
away.

Next time, Mr. President, it will be too
late. The time is approaching when the
fate of the entire world will depend on
keeping perennial trouble spots like the
Near and Far East from coming to the
flashpoint. We now have an opportunity
to reach a settlement in the Near East,
There at last appears some disposition
on the part of the nations of the Eastern
Mediterranean to recognize the danger
and to seek peace. Moreover, the long
experience of the United Nations to-
gether with the clear interest of the
majority of the world powers in avoid-
ing conflict over the holy land are clear
and positive factors.

In the past month, in the course of
speaking engagements in the State of
California, I have attempted to outline
what I believe to be the essential guide-
lines of settlement. Two elements are
clearly necessary. First, a series of agree-
ments providing for diplomatic recog-
nition, defensible frontiers, commerecial
and cultural relations between Arabs
and Israelis, as well as free use of in-
ternational waterways and, hopefully,
cooperation toward economic develop-
ment. Second, a system of guaranteeing
through timely use of neutral force, those
agreements, once reached.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two speeches which I recently
gave in California outlining these pro-
posals be placed at the conclusion of my
remarks in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KUCHEL. Let me state briefly
what I propose. The settlement between
the peoples of Israel and the Arab na-
tions must take full advantage of the
historic, geographic and spiritually stra-
tegic position of the holy city of Jeru-
salem. The city must continue to re-
main united as the capital of Israel,
providing through international agree-
ment on administration of the holy
places, a center of world harmony for
all who honor that hallowed ground.
Jerusalem offers today, as it did in the
time of Our Savior, a unique meeting
place for the commerce and culture of
Palestine and of the entire eastern
Mediterranean. It could provide, by
means of a customs-free access to the
sea, an open door for Arab commerce,
and a meeting point to exchange ideas
of all kinds, technical, political and ar-
tistic. Reunited and flourishing, it would
draw visitors and revenue from the en-
tire Western World.

Any agreement on territory, what-
ever it may be, will require for some
years to come the guarantee of a neu-
tralizing force to prevent major border
clashes to assure one side against attack
from the other, Decades of hostility will
not pass overnight. There is need for a
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friendly policeman. I suggest it is high
time for the creation of an international
peacekeeping force under the United
Nations to meet this need. Using the in-
creasingly powerful observation capabil-
ities of an artificial satellite this force
could gain ample warning of large-scale
troop movements. With airborne troops
provided by acceptable donors, such &
force, under U.N, command, could be
based at a nearby, neutral point, like the
island of Cyprus where their very pres-
ence would be an added boon to stability.

These suggestions might seem fanci-
ful to those who continue to do their
thinking in yesterday’s world, But to-
morrow is too soon and too frightening
for our great Nation not to dare to con-
trive the necessary devices of peace
among men., The holy land is the place
to start.

ExHIBIT 1
Tue VisioNn oF HoPE: A NEW JERUSALEM

(Partial text of remarks by U.S. Senator

Tromas H. KucHEL before the Professions

& Finance Group of the City of Hope,

Beverly Hilton Hotel, Beverly Hills, Calif.,

October 22, 1967)

I deem it a great honor to be here this
evening. I share your deep concern for the
human condition, and I am pleased to have
this opportunity to speak briefly with you
about the hopes and fears of our world in
this era of exploding change and of almost
constantly expanding horizons. The persist-
ent advance of the City of Hope, reaching
out to increasing numbers of men and
women in Southern California, and through-~
out the world, is testimony of the indomita-
ble good will of its membership and of your
determination to put scientific achievement
at the service of mankind. Your insistence
on the sanctity of the individual, his right
to life and freedom, to dignity and to equal
treatment, bespeaks the very heart of the
American philosophy. The City of Hope has
opened its doors to all, regardless of creed,
status, origin or pocket book. Your determi-
nation to deal equally with rich and poor,
the humble and the high, fully expresses the
best teachings of our common culture.

The selfiess human effort, exemplifies a
kind of wisdom that is all too rare in our
society today. You dare to hope, when many
others, out of fear and cynicism, have
despaired.

I have read with deep interest of the
achievements of the City of Hope in develop-
ing chemical agents which will help in the
treatment of epilepsy and other convulsent
diseases. These discoveries resulted, in part,
from unrelated research connected with pro-
tection of workers in our aerospace industry.
It is an exciting example of human ingenuity
profiting from the increasing interplay
among the growing scientific community
here in California. It demonstrates in real
terms, what we all feel to be true, that, here
in our State, the phenomenal growth of hu-
man knowledge has put us at the frontier of
the modern world. Men and women in Cali-
fornia are meeting challenges and finding
opportunities which other societies will not
experience for years to come. What we do
here will have a critical impact on the future
of all mankind.

Through its contributions in mass com-
munications, in motion plctures, radio and
television, California has changed thought
patterns throughout the world. So, too, will
its advances in electronics, aero-space, high-
energy physics, and medical sclence. I am
proud that the human dimension, as shown
in institutions like that which we honor to-
night, has been given due emphasis. Never
before have men held so much power over
nature, This is an awesome force, and we
must bring it out of the shadow of fear into
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the light of human progress. You are not
going to stop progress—or change—for that
matter. Science is going to continue unlock-
ing doors and making great new discoverles,
and the rest of us had better get along with
the growing need to improve ourselves and
strengthen whatever virtues the human race
has been dble tenuously to acquire. For all
the newly found powers over nature—for
good or for evil—are going to be in human
hands to utilize. :

The work on epilepsy underscores an essen-
tial point—advance in the modern world is
a product of many minds, many views, and
many elements of knowledge all working to-
gether in common service to mankind. This
joining together of thought in free associa-
tion is the bedrock of our American system,
of our democracy,

Our own traditions of behavior drawn from
the teachings of many great religions have
helped to build a peculiarly American sense
of common values, of individual dignity, hu-
man rights, free give and take and fair play.
These are a product of our Judeo-Christian
culture, They are enshrined in our proudest
national documents—in the Declaration of
Independence, the Constitution, in the Bibli-
cal cadence of Lincoln at Gettysburg. These
origins are distant. They reach to the source
of what we call Western clvilization, They
trace back to the stone passages, the Temple
walls, the aged olive trees of the still-living,
sacred city of Jerusalem.

Last fall, together with my wife and other
members of the American delegation to the
1966 session of the Interparliamentary Union
in Teheran, I wandered through the teem-
ing, timeless streets of the Old City. I paused,
in awe, and for a long time, in the Dome
of the Rock, where we are told Abraham
brought his son Isaac for sacrifice to the
Lord, No American with any sense of history
can escape the overwhelming vision of human
struggle and aspiration and the inspiring
falth in a Supreme Being which remains
palpably etched in the ancient stones and
holy sites which remain. Our common cul-
ture, though drawn from many parts, has a
central origin in the teachings of this great
mystical, ancient city.

Jerusalem was divided when I visited there.
It is not divided today. It must now, I think,
remain united—united not merely as the
capital of a thriving state of Israel, but as
a living joyous center for the celebration of
harmony in our Western world. Jerusalem
remains the city of hope for Christian,
Muslim and Jew. Its division has been, for
the past 19 years, a symbol of despalr for
the establishment of peace on this earth, Its
unity now ought to give rise to new possi-
bllities for brotherhood. We all have a stake
in that cause.

As a member of the United States Senate
and an American, I strongly believe that the
continued unification of Jerusalem, both as
the capital of Israel and as a world religious
center, must be a cardinal objective of the
foreign policy of the United States. On June
5, 1067, I was the first member of the Senate
in those first anxious hours of this summer’s
conflict to address the Chamber and call for
a settlement recognizing Israel’s right to live
in peace and freedom. And I pointed out
shortly thereafter that any such settlement
must recognize the Israell claim to a unified
Jerusalem as its capital.

Reunited, Jerusalem is now, as it was in
the time of David, the key to stability In
the Holy Land. It lles athwart the rugged
Judean hillls between the fertlle Plain of
Sharon and the Valley of the Jordan. Since
earllest times, it has stood astride major
trade routes to the Arablan hinterland. It
has been a meeting ground for the peoples
of Palestine. But for the past two decades,
it has, alas, represented cleavage and hos-
tility. It is therefore today a proper place to
begin to repair the peace of the Near East—
to remove that area from conflict between
East and West.
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For reasons not readily apparent, there
has been little definition in America’s policy
in the Near East. America has, to a large ex-
tent, carried water on both shoulders in
what Administration leaders have called an
“even-handed policy”.

The job of a great world power Is not to
play cat and mouse with the destiny of peo-
ples. The recent conflict has shown that the
people of the United States belleve over-
whelmingly that they have a direct commit-
ment to the safety, integrity and prosperity
of the people of Israel, In my opinion, the
United States has erred in trying to conceal
that point from the Arab nations, friendly
or otherwise. We have permitted the so-called
Palestine problem to move us, rather than
striking the firm position, which the people
of the United States Insist we take. This has
been no service to our diplomacy, to Israel, or
even to our few remaining Arab friends. We
have, by our unwillingness or our hesitation
to proclaim our stand, given unwitting cause
to continued Arab emotionalism and hos-
tility.

The time has surely come to make our posi-
tion unmistakably clear. This is not to im-
ply that America has no role to play among
the Arab peoples, nor that they should be
abandoned to the soclalist camp. In the long
run, nothing would be more harmful to the
interests of Israel, the Unlted States, and of
world peace. Despite the shrill propaganda
of some of their leaders, there are some real-
ists in the Arab world, It is to our benefit to
encourage them and to bring them to the
negotiating table, and most important, to
seek assiduously to bring their peoples to-
gether with the people of Israel in mutual
understanding.

In this cause, the city of Jerusalem will
again play a major role. It occupies once
again a strategic crossroad. In this Holy City
we all have a continuing concern, as com-
municants and seekers of truth. The Israeli
government has announced its interest in
working with the Vatican on administration
of the Holy Places. It has already signified
that it will adhere to its longstanding policy
of placing them under international control.

An avowed and accepted international in-
terest in Jerusalem would make it a draw-
ing point for peoples all over the world. The
benefits to be derived from this would re-
dound to the whole region. Even before
the conflict of last June, the anemic econ-
omy of Jordan had learned to profit from
the tourist trade, and had done so despite
the ridiculous rigamarole assoclated with
the Mandelbaum Gate—now, thankfully,
passed into history. With the free movement
of people which a real peace would bring to
the Near East, that trafic would increase
many times. Certainly, there is no question
that under the present arrangement more
people will be able to visit the Holy Shrines
than ever before. An intelligent policy on
the part of Jordan, Egypt and Lebanon, if
that is not too ephemeral to contemplate,
would extend those benefits to the entire
Eastern Mediterranean.

But it is not simply a tourist economy
that would flourish after a true peace in the
Holy Land. Large sections of the Arab world,
particularly Jordan and Southern Syria,
have been closed off from access to the sea.
This folly of Arab intransigence has diverted
large quantities of trade through the Port
of Beirut which ordinarlly would have
passed through Haifa, Gagza, and Jaffa, It
would be to the advantage of all residents
of the Holy Land to establish a free market
to Jerusalem for Arab produce, both agricul-
tural products and handicrafts. This would
provide immediate advantages of a greater
market to both :ides. Combined with free
access to the sea and a customs zone at one
of Israell's teeming ports, the Arab hinter-
land would find a strong pull of self-interest
toward continued peace and understanding
with the people of Israel.

I have long belleved that the self-interest
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of the peoples of the Near East was the
principal force that would bring them to-
gether in the peaceful existence which we all
devoutly desire. Arab produce has an ample
market in the growing industrial economy
of Israel. Israeli technology has much to
offer the Arabs. Such an exchange, in-
cidentally, would redound to the great ad-
vantage of the United States. It would not
only reduce the need for ald grants but would
put Arab development on a long run, self-
sustaining basis. Some years ago it was the
clalm of Tel Aviv that it had more doctors
per capita than any other city on earth.
No similar statistics come readily to hand
from Amman or Jedda, but is evident that
the situation is far from the same. In-
deed, the Arab need for modern knowledge
can be nowhere better filled than by a peo-
ple whose homage to human wisdom is sec-
ond to none.

As a Californian, and ranking Republican
member of the Senate Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee, I am particularly in-
trigued by the possibilities of the Eisen-
hower plan for joint development through
nuclear energy of the water resources of the
area. Religious, racial, and national conflicts
in the Middle East are, themselves, a
symptom of the staggering difficulties of life
in a harsh, desolate and arid portion of the
world.,

More than ten years ago, President Eisen-
hower determined to help alleviate these
frightful shortages of food and water. He
sent his personal emissary, Eric Johnston, to
the area to try to bring the Arabs and the
Israelis into agreement on a comprehensive
plan for the development and allocation of
the waters of the Jordan River. Regrettably,
that effort failed, but the idea of cooperative
water resource development in the Middle
East did not die.

This summer, former President Eisenhower
and his Atomic Energy Commission Chalir-
man, Admiral Lewis L. Strauss, proposed a
daring new approach to bring water to the
Middle East. The Eisenhower-Strauss pro-
posal would locate three massive dual-pur-
pose nuclear powered desalting and electric
power generating plants in the Middle East.
Two plants would be located on the Mediter-
ranean coast of Israel, the other at the
northern end of the Gulf of Agaba In Jordan
or Israel.

Earller this year, both Houses of the Con-
gress approved, and the President signed into
law, my bill to allow the Department of the
Interior to participate financlally in the con-
struction of a 150 million gallon per day de-
salting plant off the coast of Orange County
in Southern California. The Orange County
plant is about fifty times larger than any
desalting plant operating in the world today.

The first stage of the bold Elsenhower-
Strauss proposal will be a 450 million gallon
per day plant; three times larger than the
one authorized for Orange County. This first
plant would produce electric power far in
excess of the present needs, but industry and
prosperity would quickly follow the avail-
ability of abundant water and power.

Technical problems undoubtedly exist, but
they should not bar a serious attempt to
implement the Eisenhower-Strauss proposal,
The Senate Foreign Relations Committee now
has pending before it a resolution, of which
I am a co-author, to put this plan into action.
The Eisenhower-Strauss plan would provide
jobs for refugees, would increase the produc-
tivity of desert wastelands, and would give
Israel and the Arab governments a common
basis for cooperation.

Indeed, the possibilities for future devel-
opment of what once a wandering people
called the Land of Milk and Honey are al-
most boundless. As we who live in the
equable, but semi-arid, climes of Southern
California know, the soil can produce un-
believably once water is available. All of this
requires cooperation and understanding,
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trust and comprehension. It cannot be done
without establishing a deep conviction that
the long run interests of Arabs and Jews in
the Near East are joined and not antagonistic.
In the effort to achieve understanding the
arrangements for Jerusalem are absolutely
crucial. To each religion Holy Places of the
other are sacred. In Hebron the tombs of
Abraham and Isaac are sealed, in the custom
of the Muslim tradition. They are patriarchs
to Islam as well as to Jews and Christians.
At least four Christian churches claim do-
minion over the Church of the Holy Sepul-
cher. The rock where Abraham offered to
sacrifice Isaac is part of the Mosque of Omar.
There are now differences of opinion over
the administration of the Wailing Wall. Any
one of these problems would be a political
hot potato of the first magnitude in our
country. The Government of Israel will need
help in meeting each problem, and, probably
would seek broad support for the adminis-
tration of these areas. Certainly, it has given
every indication that this will be the case.
The peace and security of Israel must re-
main a major concern of America and her
people. In Jerusalem, and its great treasures
of history, lles the Holy Grail of this noble
cause. If men of all faiths are able to pray
together in Jerusalem again, the city will in-
evitably become the center of understanding
in the Near East. With wisdom, foresight and
courage, that understanding may bring the
peace men have long been seeking, not merely
for Israel, but for all the world.
THE PROGRESS OF HUMAN BROTHERHOOD IN
THE LasT HALF CENTURY

(Partial text of remarks by U.S. Senator
THoMmAs H, KUucHEL, before the Israel Bonds
Organization, northern Callfornia area,
Fairmont Hotel, San Francisco, Calif.,
November 5, 1067)

I am deeply honored to accept this high
award bearing the name of a great American
humanitarian and statesman. The late Her-
bert Lehman was my friend and colleague. His
wit, intelligence and warmth live on and
they occupy a special place in my memory.
He will long be honored in the history of our
country as a crusading Governor of the Em-
pire State, a guiding spirit in the world-
wide effort to rebuild devastated Europe at
the close of the Second World War, and an
undaunted and outspoken member of the
United States Senate.

Herbert Lehman was well ahead of his
time. He saw the needs of the human heart
and the human spirit as the aftermath of
global conflict ushered us into a startling
new era. Together we served in the United
States Senate and fought side by side in many
battles where the rights of people were in-
volved, battles to achieve equality of oppor-
tunity for all, battles against disease, bat-
tles to bring our national resources to bear
on the problems of the aging and the aged.
He will long be remembered for his deep in-
terest in eradicating the scourge of infan-
tile paralysls from our society. A dozen years
ago, he authored the Senate Resolution pro-
viding the means by which the Salk vaccine
was made avallable to the people of our na-
tion. And close to his heart, as an American,
he was earnestly devoted to the cause of a
free and flourishing state of Israel. His was
a concern for people, for justice, and for the
right.

My fellow Americans, in the past 50 years
the earth on which we live has witnessed vast
and unbelievable change. There has been a
quantum jump in the problems of the
human race, including the very problem of
survival. Unfortunately, the countervailing
increase In added wisdom or new devices to
deal with them has not kept pace. Alas,
human virtue does not grow as fast as
eclentific discovery. But we have learned
much from men like Herbert Lehman. Our
experience has shown us clearly that free na-
tions need each other, that we progress when
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we act In concert. Conversely, we fail when
we seek to withdraw in isolation. For the days
of isolation, of living alone on this globe, are
one.

¥ In my early days in the Senate, Herbert
Lehman and I served on the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. It was added
evidence of his interest in conservation, for
he was, indeed, an ardent conservationist. He
was keenly devoted to the preservation of the
resources of this country and of our great
natural and aesthetlec treasures. My theme
tonight concerns the progress of the past half
century. There are many important mile-
stones. Next year California will be celebrat-
ing the 50th Anniversary of the Save-the-
Redwoods League, which brought forth the
concept of preserving our majestic groves
through private philanthropy. Herbert Leh-
man staunchly believed in these labors. Were
he alive today, he would count as one of the
achievements of this year, 1967, the progress
made in the Senate, when, last week 1t over-
whelmingly adopted an excellent piece of
legislation, from his Interior Committee,
establishing a Redwood Natlonal Park in
Northern California.

This is one of the hopeful signs. The red-
woods share with the ancient olive trees of
Jerusalem the unique and moving distine-
tion of continuing their existence through all
of the past two thousand years, since the
time when leaders of the Roman Empire
caused the most cruel dispersion of the peo-
ples of Palestine. Through all of the tem-
pestuous, intervening centuries, the trees in
Gethsemane and here in California have stood
as living sentinels of hope for better times,
and for a deeper aprpeciation of the miracle
of Creation and of eternity, and for the
resurrection of the good name and good deeds
of the children of the Lord.

I recall one more half-century celebration.
PFifty years ago, on November 2, 1017, the
leaders of another far-flung empire pro-
claimed in a now historic document that it
“ylewed with favor the establishment in
Palestine of a national home for the Jewish
people.” The Balfour Declaration bore wit-
ness to a growing conviction in the Western
world that the return of the peoples of
Israel to their home in the Holy Land was
an article of deep and ablding faith, and an
essential element in human progress.

The American people have wholeheartedly
supported this movement. In 1891, President
Benjamin Harrison received a memorial call-
ing for the creation of the new Israel. In
1922, the Congress of the United States
adopted a resolution introduced by Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge, Sr., of Massachusetts
favoring “the establishment in Palestine of
the national home for the Jewish people.”
In 1944, my own Republican party and the
Democratic party incorporated this goal in
their national platforms. This has been a bi-
partisan cause of all of the people, and shall
s0 remain.

The State of Israel was formed in the after-
math of ome of the bitterest conflicts in
human history. The world has not yet been
able to comprehend the full horror of the
sufferings of the Jewish people of Europe. The
creation of Israel was an act of atonement
by those who would build a new world, hope-
fully created on the principles of equality,
brotherhood and the noble freedoms which
are at least designed to set man apart from
beast, and to give him the chance to vindi-
cate his creation in the image of the Lord.
Our relationship to the people of Israel has
a deep meaning in the American spirit. The
Psalm states:

“Except the Lord build the house,
They labor in valn that built it.
Except the Lord keep the city,

The watchman waketh but in vain.”

So, too, my fellow ecitizens, it is with the
world. The resolutions of the problems of the
human race are far more of the spirit than
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of the flesh. The peace of this earth is ulti-
mately dependent on the divine hope of
brotherhood and on its extenslon as a work-
ing principle in the behavior of nation
states.

The last 50 years have not all been marked
by progress in this quest. The vast surface
of Eurasia has been the host of a new doc-
trinaire and materialistic view of life dis-
counting the force of human initiative, mock-
ing the spirit of equality, and destroying
brotherhood among peoples who have long
sought freedom. This is the 50th year of the
creation of the Soviet Union. There is no
freedom for the Jews of that nation today—
nor has there even been—for those who In
past years have given so much for their
motherland. Their religious observances are
stifled by administrative decree, and their
hope to return to the land of their forefa-
thers has been systematically frustrated and
betrayed.

I am not here this evening to exercise the
spectre of atheistic Communism. But, I must
state frankly, that those who live on this
side of the world need to look to friends and
to allies not only for mutual protection, but
for the necessary energies and Inspiration
to achleve at least a rudimentary system of
world security. This must be made not
only of firmness and conviction, but of com-
passion and understanding. At the end of the
Second World War, when the human race
had been horrified by the ravages of global
conflict, there arose like a phoenix from the
ashes, a bright new confidence that peoples
could join together in reason and, using the
processes of debate and deliberation, amica-
bly settle their differences. Here in the City
of San Francisco, this hope gave rise to the
Charter of the United Nations. But that
great "Town Meeting of the World"” was not
enough. I am a devoted supporter of the
United Nations, but the miracles we hoped
it might achieve did not come to pass. The
need for collective security among free na-
tions soon called forth the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, a military defensive
system against potential Soviet aggression.
A new chapter in American foreign policy
began to unfold. For the first time in our
history, we began to agree, in advance, to
come to the aid of a friend. Other agreements
were later made across the globe. These ar-
rangements were not only military; they
sought to find a basis for arms control agree-
ments, and to advance the cause of peace
through economic development, in a lasting
solution of the age-old ills of pestilence,
famine, and forlorn poverty.

This, too, was a bipartisan effort. I recall
with great pride one of my illustrious pred-
ecessors, Senator Arthur Vandenberg from
Michigan, who spoke out two decades ago
to bring to our country a clear understand-
ing that there must be an interdependence
among free peoples, that the United States
could not—cannot—"go it alone.” But the
great hopes for world-wide security, so bright
in the aftermath of the Second World War
under men like Winston Churchill, Dwight
D. Eisenhower, and John F. Eennedy, have
paled into disillusionment. France's De
Gaulle, Egypt's Nasser, and other narrow
nationalists, refuse to accept the principle
that one people's freedom is in pawn to
another's safety.

In this nueclear age no one nation can stand
alone against all comers. Ours is an inter-
dependent world,

Once we lived in the secure protection of
the dividing oceans, two vast moats separat-
ing us from any potentlal foe. Today, any
city on earth can be largely obliterated within
moments by the flick of a finger. And logic
or reason are not necessarily a part of the
process. The order for the flick may come
from either a reasoning or unreasoning mind.

Militarily, the United States is more power-
ful today than at any time in her history,
but she has less security than ever before.
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That is the supreme paradox of the nuclear
age. The discoveries of science, and the
streaking of transportation and com-
munication with 12,000 mile per hour in-
tercontinental ballistic missiles have effec-
tively and permanently eliminated the idea
of living alone. Isolation is all gone and
nothing can bring it back. Whether we like
it or not, we are all, American and Russian,
Chinese and French, Israeli and Arab, ul-
timately in hock to the reasoning process
of a relatively small number of people who
control the levels of power in the bastions
of the expanding memberships in the nu-
clear club.

All nations who value their independence
have a common interest in and a responsi-
bility for the defense of the free world. But,
today the concept of collective security, so
hopefully unveiled as a sound deterrent to
war, is In a sad state of disrepair.

Not only has that interdependent system
been weakened, but the United Nations has
far to go to fulfill the promise which at-
tended its birth. There 18 no area of the
world in which the United Natlons has more
experience than in the Near East. It was the
midwife at the birth of the nation of Israel.
The United Nations has for nearly two
decades maintained supervisory activities
along the border of Israel and her neigh-
bors. With substantial Amerlcan assistance,
a United Nations relief and works agency
has continued to feed thousands of homeless
refugees, whom the Arab nations would not
absorb., These issues remain unsolved and
seemingly insoluble.

The difficulties which beset the United
Nations are a reflection of the disunity
among world leaders. In my view, the realis-
tic hope for peace in the Near East depends
on a firm commitment of the so-called
“Great Powers,” the United States, the Soviet
Union, and the nations of Western Europe
as well, Without this commitment to a stable
peace in the Near East by all protagonists
in the present precarious balance of world
power, that region will continue to be a
cat's paw for nationalist adventurism. The
Near East remains the crossroads of civiliza-
tion between Europe and Asia, The Suez
Canal is as important to the economy of the
Soviet Union as it is to Great Britaln—and
as it ought by international law to be to
Israel. No settlement which permits dis-
crimination in the uses of that waterway
or falls to open free communication among
all the peoples of that area Is likely to
endure.

As the ten-year history of conflict between
Israell Defense Forces and those of the Arab
states surrounding them has shown, there
will be no victory for Arab nations bent on
the destruction of Israel. Little groups of will-
ful leaders, putting their hopes on shiny new
weapons, readily supplied by Communist
Eastern Europe, threaten the world with the
horror of global war, without so much as a
“by your leave"” to the rest of us, But the
complete rout of the Arab Army in the des-
erts of Sinai, for the third straight time,
ought to provide a severe and instructive les-
son. The Arab leaders must learn that peace
will not come to the Near East by recourse to
war nor by recurrent demands for the de-
struction of Israel. Israel is a political, eco-
nomic and geographical fact of life on earth.

The Arab nations must know too that
their aims eannot be achieved simply by ac-
quiring modern arms. The Soviet Union has
attempted to turn the Near East into a bat-
tleground of the Cold War. But the arithme-
tie must be equally clear to them. It has
cost nearly $2 billion in Soviet arms to the
Near East and, with recent shipments, that
cost is rapidly golng up. Both the Arabs and
the Soviet Unlon surely recognize the failure
of their last adventure. Certainly, the Arabs
and the Soviets must begin to realize that
neither they nor the rest of the world can
afford a crisis in the Near East every decade.
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The world is growing restive under the con-
tinued pressure of the division between the
Communist and the Free. But that does not
alter the hard fact that no agreement on the
Near East can be enforced by the United Na-
tions, or by anyone else, unless all interested
nations, and surely the super powers, are
committed to such an agreement and take
responsibility for its enforcement.

That is not going to be easy to achieve.
Old alignments are falllng away. Our once
gallant ally, France, now views the situation
with a combination of glaclal indifference
and commercial opportunism. The Commu-
nists too have their problems. Rumania shows
an unaccountable independence. She has
rightly refused to join in parroting Moscow's
condemnation of Israel. Similar grumblings
have been heard in other parts of Eastern
Europe.

It is now doubly important that we in
the West keep together those of our allies
who remain steadfast. The United States has
a long-standing tie to the State of Israel.
Americans acknowledge a direct commitment
to the safety, integrity and prosperity of
that country. In this, our people have been
ahead of our government. In my opinion, the
Administration has erred in trying to con-
ceal that fact from the Arab nations, friendly
or otherwise. We have allowed the so-called
Palestine problem to manipulate us, rather
than sticking to our position which the peo-
ple of the United States insist we hold. This
has been no service to our diplomacy, to
Israel, or even to our few remaining Arab
friends, We have by our unwillingness, or
our hesitation to proclaim our stand, given
unwitting cause to the Arab emotionalism
and hostility.

The long-term solution to the Near East
question requires, in my view, deep candor
together with reason and frankness on all
sides. It is comparatively easy to draw a bal-
ance sheet showing the Interests of each
protagonist and, by a simple mathematical
process, to chart the prospective courses of
negotiation. Geography does not change.
Twenty years hence the peoples of Israel and
of the Arab nations will be llving, as now,
side by side. It will always be in their com-
mon Interest to live in peace.

The real Near East question, then, is why
doesn't this happen? The United Nations
has the experience and most of the necessary
means of diplomatic communication and in-
telligence. The so-called “Great Powers" have
every reason to avold conflict, Finally, there
are a few simple steps which could be taken
to insure the maintenance of a settlement,
once it is reached.

The textbooks today are full of commen-
taries on “neutralization” as a means of
stabllizing crisis areas by taking those re-
gions out of the contest between the so-
called “Great Powers” and achieving a fair
balance of forces between opposing sides,
This solution can only be applied, however,
when a mutual interest in settlement can be
clearly perceived by all—and, most impor-
tant, when each side recognizes that the
other has more to gain by settlement than
by chaos and confiict.

There are many who propose neutraliza-
tion for Southeast Asia. This could, some
years from now, be the final answer. But this
possibility is far from reality. Neither the
necessary scope of understanding, nor even
the intent to communicate, now exist be-
tween Hanol and the rest of the world. And
some of the powers of the Orient, notably
Red China, have yet to show that they have
any interest in arranging a settlement. On
the contrary, their determination to perse-
vere on the battlefield is increasingly ap-
parent.

There is also a communication problem in
the Near East, but it is not so stubborn.
Israel seeks peace and security. She needs
defensible frontiers and the recognition of
her right to use international waterways.
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Finally, she will not, and cannot, be expected
to part with the now unified City of Jeru-
salem. The Arab nations also need peace.
They must at last overcome their irrational
fears and they must acknowledge a crying
need to turn swords into ploughshares in a
determined effort to overcome centuries of
poverty and ignorance among their own peo-
ple. The more enlightened Arab leaders
know this, but they seem to be afrald of
their own propagandists and provocateurs,
who for years have made their dally bread
out of a steady diet of hopeless, vindictive
polemics,

It may be too much to hope that peace
might proceed without incident. Visible guar-
antees will be required. The one element
long lacking in the arsenal of the United
Nations is a permanent international peace-
keeping force. Today, there is a need and
an opportunity to create such a force in the
Near East. The experience of the United Na-
tions Truce Su Organization, what-
ever its triumphs or its failings, is common
to all concerned. Modern technology and the
peculiar terrain of the Levant offer unique
opportunities to provide instant intelligence
affording a U.N. force the earliest possible
warning of military movements.

Earlier this year, I proposed an artificial
satellite to watch over the Holy Land to pro-
vide intelligence on large scale military
movements in the area and to give a genuine
advantage in guarding against surprise at-
tack. Such a satellite could be built with the
equipment used in our civililan lunar orbiter
program. It would give a U.N. peace force
and other elements on the side of peace an
opportunity to take quick and effective ac-
tion—in any case, it would be better than
the hand wringing around the world which
accompanied the outbreak of hostilities last
June.

I would add to that proposal the possibility
that an international force be created from
airborne units assembled from forces of ac-
ceptable donor nations and given a perma-
nent base in the Near East. Mobllity is es-
sential. A peace force must be able to put
itself between opposing forces without de-
lay. Airborne troops would be required. The
satellite warning system would be on guard.
The peace force would have every oppor-
tunity to act rapidly.

I propose that serlous consideration be
given to using such neutral ground as the
Island of Cyprus for this purpose. The Is-
land has long been a base for military ac-
tivity in the Eastern Mediterranean. A U.N.
force is already stationed on Cyprus to help
reduce ethnic disturbances. A permanent
U.N. presence would be a strong weight to-
ward stability. It would act as a further
guarantee of the independence of that stra-
tegic Island both in terms of tempests of the
Near East and of the larger conflicts of the
Cold War. It would bring an added measure
of stability to the Eastern Mediterranean,
and an opportunity for Cyprus to live in a
true neutrality.

It is high time that the United Nations
proceeds to the issues it was created to solve.
A peacekeeping force in the Near East 1s
essential. In my view, the rational nations
on earth must recognize its necessity. The
United States must play a leading role. It
is vital to the Near East, to the United
Nations, and to the entire world that we
move now, effectively and with imagination,
to build the devices that will guard stabil-
ity and prevent conflict. The Holy Land
ought properly to be the first beneficiary
of what ingenuity we can offer to the cause
of peace among men. If, in the past fifty
years, we have falled to keep up with the
proliferation of man’s problems, it is be-
cause we have falled to apply our creative
spirit with full vigor. We have delayed too
long. Too many costly battles have been
fought and refought without hope of achiey-
ing an end to bloodshed. The time to act
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is now, while the opportunity for settle-
ment is at hand.

The American people believe deeply in
peace—no matter what our critics abroad
may say to the contrary. We, all of us, Amer-
icans and Europeans, the Communists and
the Free, must find common ground in forg-
ing the implements of international settle-
ment, and making them stronger than
weapons of war. Israel and the United States
are nations which clearly perceive the im-
portance of that cause; they must now act
in concert toward this goal.

There is in the City of Jerusalem, which
was divided when I visited It a year ago
with my family, a new spirit. That city
must now remain united—not merely as a
capital of the thriving State of Israel, but
as a living and joyous center for the cele-
bration of the harmony of our world. It
is a city of hope for Christian, Muslim and
Jew. Its division for the past 19 years has
been a symbol of despair for peace on this
earth. And its unity now as the capital of
Israel, and a world center of International
religious activity should open a wide door
to understanding among all peoples who
acknowledge a common legacy from that
hallowed place.

We seek harmony among natlons as we
seek brotherhood among men. The experi-
ence of the past 50 years has brought a
fuller realization of the frightening problems
of our time. But I firmly believe that the ma-
turing relationship between the TUnited
States and the people of Israel can stand as
a hallmark of international commitment
which all peoples must give to one an-
other, if man is to endure and thrive.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS—
WELFARE PROGRAMS NEED HU-
MAN TOUCH

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Fresident, I rise at
this time to complete the legislative his-
tory of two amendments to HR. 12080,
which were sponsored by me and other
Members of the Senate, and which were
adopted in the Committee on Finance.
The amendments to which I refer are
amendments Nos. 400 and 401.

Mr. President, I wish to incorporate at
this point, by reference, excerpts from
the Recorp of previous sessions which
show other statements I have made con-
cerning these amendments. Originally,
when the amendments were submitted, I
made a statement which is contained in
the ConcrEssioNaL REccrp of October 16,
statements by me concerning and ex-
plaining these amendments are contained
in the ConGRESSI07AL RECORD in the pro-
1967, beginning at page 28920. Other
ceedings of October 20, 1967, October 23,
1967, at page 29674, October 26, 1967,
at page 30189, and October 31, 1967,
at page 30647.

Mr. President, I believe these two
amendments will bring about great im-
provements in the present welfare sys-
tems of our country.

Amendment No. 400, which has the
endorsement of the National Association
of Social Workers, Inc., and also the Na-
tional Association of Counties, makes
provision for the State plan of each State
to provide for the recruitment, training,
and effective use of community service
aides and social service volunteers in
their welfare programs.

It is intended that particular effort
would be made to use men, and not just
women alone, as community service
aides. It is intended also that these com-
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munity service aides would be recruited
primarily from the poor and those who
would otherwise, except for their salaries
under such programs, be recipients of
welfare, to work in the communities in
which they live. These people will be far
better able to communicate with the wel-
fare recipients, better able to explain
public assistance and other community
programs fto them, and better able to
help those who administer State public
welfare programs make such programs
most effective and most helpful.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conisent that I may proceed
for 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the
amendment also provides for the use of
social service volunteers on a nonpaid
or partially paid basis. It is intended that
these volunteers, in addition to coming
from the more affluent segments of Amer-
ican society, would come also from
among the poor themselves.

This amendment would be effective
January 1, 1969, a date which was
changed in committee. I wish to point
out that the date was changed only be-
cause some legislatures will have to meet
in 1968 in order to change their basic law
under the State welfare system plan.

It is certainly my intent and the intent
of the other sponsors of the amendment
that we would not have to wait until that
date to implement the program, but that
the States and the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare would move rap-
idly ahead to do so as soon as possible.

JOHN BARRETT DAY PROCLAIMED
BY GOVERNOR OF VERMONT

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, one of the
more important international organiza-
tions of which the United States is a
member is the Organization of American
States. The predecessor of that Western
Hemisphere organization was the Pan
American Union. The prime mover in
the Pan American Union was Dr. John
Barrett, who was born and raised in the
town of Grafton, Vi., which incidentally
happens to be the town in which both
of my parents were born and raised.

Mr. President, November 28 will be
designated tomorrow by Gov. Philip
H. Hoff, of Vermont, as John Barrett
Day, and there will be an observance in
the town of Grafton, Vt.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcCoORrD a paper prepared
by Dr. Vernon Reyman, of Grafton, Vt.,
who is the chairman of John Barrett
Day, which sets forth the life of Dr. John
Barrett and the story of the organiza-
tion of the Pan American Union.

There being no objection, the paper
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

A Parer PREFARED BY DR. VERNON REYMAN,
GRAFTON, VT., CHAIRMAN OF JOHN BARRETT
Day

JOHN BARRETT (1866-1938)

November 28 has been designated by Hon.
Governor Philip H. Hoff of Vermont as John
Barrett Day.
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To set aside this day is not only fitting and
proper in view of the trip made by President
Johnson to Punta Del Este, Uruguay last
April, hopefully, to breathe new life into the
Alliance For Progress and to promote Latin
American economic cooperation, but this day
seems even more significant because of the
man who had so much to do with the suc-
cessful beginnings and development of Pan-
Americanism.

There stands in Grafton, Vermont opposite
the Old Tavern, where the road leads to
Townshend and Newfane, a large impressive
white house in front of which stands a gran-
ite rock on which a plaque silently says:

John Barrett, Diplomat and Builder of the
Pan American Union, born here November
28, 1866.

Hon, John Barrett was not only born in
Grafton, Vermont but his deep love and
affection which “bound him to family and to
place” has always been an integral part of
his life. He attended the village school, then
Vermont Academy, graduated Worcester
Academy in 1884 and recelved his AB from
Dartmouth College in 1889 which college
among others later bestowed upon him an
honorary LLD degree for his “long and dis-
tinguished career”.

After college he taught in California only
to take up newspaper work and for four
years on the Pacific Coast he was convinced
that the development of trade with the
Orient “was a sure means of prosperity.”

Before the age of 30 President Cleveland
appointed him Minister to Siam from 1894-98
settling American clalms worth millions of
dollars by arbitration and “to the satisfac-
tion of all involved.”

During the Spanish American War he
worked for a chain of American newspapers
in the Far East as their foreign correspond-
ent and at the close of the war he accepted
an appointment as delegate to the Second
International Conference of American States
in Mexico City in 1901.

This was followed in 1902-3 by a trip
around the world to secure most countries
representation and participation in the St.
Louis Exposition. After this misslon was
completed his Latin American interests
were aroused. He entered the diplomatic
service in 19034 serving as Minister to Ar-
gentina and then first Minister to Panama
(1904-5). Theodore Roosevelt transferred
him to Colombia to settle our controversy
with that country over the Panama Canal.
President Roosevelt at first suggested several
others to President Rafael Reyes but the
latter wanted Dr. Barrett with whom he had
“good relations”.

Secretary of State Ellhu Root met Dr.
Barrett in Rio de Janeiro in 1906 at the Third
International Conference of American States,
recognizing In him an enthuslastic and ex-
tremely able personality. This led to the ap-
pointment of Director-general of the Bureau
of American Republics. John Barrett tackled
this job in 1907 with vision and confidence.
This set in motion 14 years of asslduous work
among the South American republics culmi-
nating not only in the name-change at his
initiative to the Pan American Union but it
was also through his influence that Andrew
Carnegie was persuaded to contribute gen-
erously to the bullding of the beautiful
marble structure in Washington, D.C., now
occupied by the Union and dedicated on
April 26, 1910.

It was at that dedication that Andrew
Carnegie praised the Director-General Bar-
rett as ““a man whose abilitles to meet all
emergencies has been truly surprising; noth-
ing could shake his devotion to his mission
and heart and braln was one in the cause.”

It was Dr. Barrett who had entire charge
and responsibility for the construction and
maintenance of the bullding—a center for
growing cooperation in the Americas advo-
cating increased understanding for the Pan
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American cause and dedlcated to '‘peace-
friendship and commerce.”

John Barrett held many distinguished high
posts and in 1889 was commerclal commis-
sioner in China, Japan, Korea, Formosa,
Siam, Cambodia, Java, India, Borneo and the
Philippines.

He later presided over the First and Second
Pan American Commercial Conference held
in Washington, D.C,, in 1911 and in 1919.

As a newspaper man in Manila he met and
advised Admiral George Dewey of whom he
wrote a glowing biography published in 1899.

Other books Dr. Barrett published include:
Latin America, Land Of Opportunity (19809);
the Pan American Union (1911); and Panama
Canal, What is it, What it means (1913).

Hon. John Barrett resigned his post Sep-
tember 1, 1920 because of ‘“material neces-
sitles” and devoting himself to speaking and
writing on international topics.

In 1034 he married Mrs. Mary E. Cady of
Burlington, Vt.,, who died in 1837. Dr. Bar-
rett himself died October 17, 1938 at Bellows
Falls, Vermont but is buried in the family
plot in Grafton, Vermont.

United States Supreme Court Justice Fleld
sald of him “his (Barrett’s) interpretation
of the law and facts of the case reflected
greatest credit.”

Said Dr. L. 8. Rowe, Director General of
the Pan American Union “the passing of Dr.
Barrett means an irreparable loss to the
cause of Pan Americanism; for 30 years he
labored to promote close relations between
the nations of America; during 14 years as
Secretary General he enlarged the functions
of the organization and strengthened its use-
fulness to all republics in the Western Hem-
isphere; his example will be a constant in-
spiration to renewed effort in fulfillment of
the great purpose to which he devoted his
long and useful public career.”

On November 2, 1938 the Governing Board
of the Pan American Union passed a resolu-
tion to the above and fransmitting a copy
thereof to the United States Government
and to the family of Dr. Barrett.

As Vermonters we have every reason to be
proud of this man and as Graftonites we pay
humble tribute to our native son and vi-
sionary.

PROGRESS IN VIETNAM

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I invite
the attention of the Senate to the strug-
gle going on in Vietnam, which we have
been inclined to overlook in the course
of debate as intense as the one we had
yesterday on a very different matter,
and to the remarkable and most infor-
mative speech which we heard yesterday
from General Westmoreland, command-
er of the forces of the United States in
Vietnam.

There are two things that he said
which are of unique significance to the
country. He is the man on the job and
what he says is what the United States
can do and is doing, and not what others
over whom we have no control say we
can do. When General Westmoreland
speaks of what we are doing and what
we can do, it is critically important that
we listen.

In his address to the National Press
Club, General Westmoreland said that
we will “use United States and free world
forces to destroy North Vietnamese
forays while we assist the Vietnamese to
reorganize for territorial security.”

The other point he made was that
we will “turn a major share of frontline
DMZ defense over to the Vietnamese
Amy."
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Mr. President, the one thing irritating
the American people most about Vietnam
is directly involved in these two aspects
of U.S. activities there; namely, what are
the Vietnamese doing for themselves?
What are the Vietnamese people doing?
What is the Vietnamese Government do-
ing? What is the Vietnamese Army
doing?

We have been bedeviled for much too
long with rumors and some statements of
fact by authoritative newspapermen that
the Vietnamese Army fights a five-and-a=
half-day war, that it takes only safe posi=
tions, and that there is an enormous
amount of incompetence in their army.

I know that some of them are very
brave men, because I saw many of their
units myself, a year and a half ago. They
stand on a level with anyone’s army—in-
cluding our own. But a general feeling
pervades this country that there is real
weakness there, that they are not carry-
ing their load, that, unlike the Republic
of Korea troops, they are not growing and
developing with the situation.

Mr. President, more and more the at-
tention of the United States must be
focused on that particular aspect of the
subject. The people of this country—
whether hawks or doves makes no dif-
ference—must insist that the U.S. Gov-
ernment, through its President and Com-
mander in Chief, do all that it humanly
can to fix the responsibility where it be-
longs; namely, upon the Vietnamese peo-
ple, the Vietnamese Government, and the
Vietnamese Army.

One of the most compelling reasons
for phasing out in Vietnam, will be if
that country does not show any inclina-
tion to carry its load.

Upon that question, there can be no
dispute. We are not there fighting a colo-
nial war. We are supposed to be helping
them. We cannot help anyone who will
not try to help himself,

Thus, when General Westmoreland
says these two things, he is speaking very
importantly in terms of the future in-
terests of the United States and what the
people all over this country want to see
happen in Vietnam.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from New York has ex-
pired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I urge the
President of the United States to address
the American people in a joint session of
Congress and lay out for them in detail
exactly what General Westmoreland
means. He should spell out to what ex-
tent we are going to require performance
by the Vietnamese forces themselves, to
what extent we are going to condition
our continued activities in Vietnam upon
that performance, In short, he should tell
us what is really meant by the two por-
tentous statements of General West-
moreland which indicate a very material
strategic, and perhaps even tactical, re-
alinement of the use of our forces and
the use of Vietnamese forces in Vietnam.

No one expects that we can pull out
of Vietnam tomorrow, even if all the
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things we have urged here were to come
to pass, even a cessation of the bombing.
That would still be a bilateral situation;
it i1s something the other fellow—the
enemy—must take hold of and do, too.

Now, Mr, President, this much is with-
in our control, not anyone else’s; name-
ly, the performance of the Vietnamese
themselves. If we condition our activi-
ties there on this performance it could
signal the beginning of the end of the
war in Vietnam for the American people.

Mr. President, I urge our President—
and I certainly urge Congress—to make
this the line of policy for the United
States. This is one thing we can get an
agreement on, if nothing else. We are too
sharply divided otherwise. But on this
we can get agreement.

Mr. President, I shall speak to this
time and time and time again, for as long
as my breath will hold, because this is
the key to the Vietnamese situation.

We now have the beginning, at the
most authoritative level, in the state-
ment of General Westmoreland himself
to the National Press Club.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remarks of General West-
moreland to the National Press Club be
printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post.
Nov. 22, 1967]

FINAL PHASE OF WAR IN VIETNAM BLUEPRINTED
BY GENERAL

(Excerpts from the text of Gen. Willlam C.
Westmoreland's address to the National
Press Club)

Let me review with you the enemy’s sltua-
tion and our own, and let me offer my esti-
mate of our relative positions.

Since 1925, when Ho Chi Minh arrived in
Canton, China, he had actively sought to
gain control of the area known as Indo-
china. In 1930, the Indochina Communist
Party was created with Ho Chi Minh as its
chief. However, since that time, the cause
and methods have been similar to those of
other Aslan Communist Parties.

Ho Chi Minh’s Party came to power amid
the chaotic conditions at the end of World
War II. Although the present government of
North Vietnam has taken a facade of democ-
racy, it has remained under tight control of
the same small, determined group of Com-
munists who served Ho Chi Minh in the Com-~
munist Party in the 1930s.

By 1954 1t appeared to them that they had
overcome the last major obstacle to the orig-
inal goal. A million people had been displaced
from the North, and although they were
fleeing communism, they created a burden
on the new government of South Vietnam.
For the next few years, the Communists be-
lieved that South Vietnam would succumb
politically. These hopes were dashed by the
vigor of the non-Communist government and
by U.S. assistance.

REVERTED TO TERROR

In 1957 they reverted to terror, both indis-
criminate and selective, with the assassina-
tlon of teachers and local leaders, This terror
rate went up every year. Despite that it did
not succeed. So, to. guerrilla terror was
added the military bulldup of Vietcong main
force units from 1959. Even this was not
enough,

In 1963 and 1964 there started the milltary
invasion from the North, when the first North
Vietnamese Regiments entered the South.
This almost succeeded. By early 1965, the
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Vietnamese government found its resolution
exhausted by a decade of struggle, and its
last resources committed. It was at that
point that the intervention of our armed
forces restored a future to the long-suffering
people of South Vietnam, who grasped the
opportunity.

As you know, in the midst of war the South
Vietnamese have in the past year held free
elections, and have turned out a larger per-
centage of the vote than we normally do in
this country. The Vietcong have tried des-
perately to stop these elections by terror and
intimidation. But the Vietnamese voted de-
spite the Vietcong efforts. This mass disre-
gard of Vietcong initiatives killed the myth
that the Vietcong or the National Liberation
Front speak for the people.

It is significant that the enemy has not
won a major battle in more than a year. In
general, he can fight his large forces only at
the edges of his sanctuaries, as we have seen
recently at Conthien and along the DMZ, at
Dakto opposite the Laotian border, at Songbe
and Locninh near the Cambodian border. His
Vietcong military units can no longer fill
their ranks from the South but must depend
increasingly on replacements from North
Vietnam. His guerrilla force is declining at
a steady rate. Morale problems are developing
within his ranks.

SEEKS TO FROLONG WAR

Despite this, our enemy seeks to prolong
the war, occasionally sallying forth from his
sanctuaries, and attempting by his counter-
sweep operations to regain control of the
population and to rebuild his guerrilla forces.
Of essentlal importance is his desire to force
us politically to stop, unconditionally, the
bombing of his support base and his lines of
communication. He appears to believe that
he can defeat the Vietnamese forces, over
600,000 strong and getting stronger, rein-
forced by over 50,000 troops from Free World
Allies, and our commitment now approach-
ing 500,000 men.

Our common plan with the Vietnamese
has involved four distinct phases. In Phase I
we came to the aid of South Vietnam, pre-
vented its collapse under the massive Com-
munist thrust, built up our bases and began
to deploy our forces. In Phase I we planned
and did the following:

Built ports, airfields, and supply and main-
tenance areas,

Set up a 10,000-mile-long supply pipeline.

Constructed an extensive communication
system.

Brought in 400,000 men and several thou-
sand aircraft.

Deployed troops throughout South Viet-
nam.

Learned to work alongside the Vietnamese
army while encouraging development of a
representative government.

Equipped and revitalized the Vietnamese
armed forces, whose morale was low.

Expanded the armed forces of South Viet-
nam in quantitative terms.

Defended South Vietnam against defeat
and against being cut in half.

Learned to cope with guerrilla tactics.

Set up an Intelligence system for this new
type of war.

Limited inflation.

Developed our own confidence that we
could operate successfully in the environ-
ment of Southeast Asia.

BY MIDDLE OF 1966

We did all this by the middle of 1966. It
was a tribute to U.S. organization, technol-
ogy, and concerted diplomatic and military
professionalism by many people. At that
point, during the summer of 1966, we moved
into the second phase of our plan. In Phase
II we continued the pattern and did the
following:

Drove the enemy divisions back to sanctu-
ary or into hiding.
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Tralned, expanded and improved the qual-
ity of the Vietnamese armed forces.

Assisted Free World forces of the Pacific
area to join the battle against Communist
aggression,

Entered enemy base areas and destroyed
his supplies.

Ralsed enemy losses beyond his input ca-
pability.

Helped train the Vietnamese army as a
territorial security force.

Encouraged combined U.S.-Vietnamese
operations.

Continued to help the Vietnamese armed
forces in professional development.

Completed free elections within South
Vietnam. g

Saw an elected civilian government in-
stalled.

Stabilized prices—opening roads
canals.

Encouraged enemy defection and resettle-
ment.

Discovered and thwarted the enemy’s bat-
tle plans before they could be executed.

Unified the U.S. pacification assistance
effort for better management of widespread
resources.

We will complete this second phase by
the end of this year. Before leaving my dis-
cussion of this phase, there is one other
management aspect worthy of mention, Our
rapid buildup 10,000 miles away in an unde-
veloped nation lacking in logistics support
facilities has created many problems. Some
units brought to Vietnam equipment that
has not been needed. Some supplies were
shipped automatically based on experlence
in other wars and have not been consumed
in the quantities expected.

At the same time, our magnificent fight-
ing men have received what they needed to
do their job. Now, at the end of this second
phase, we have been able to Intensify logis-
tical management and turn our attention to
eliminating any excess items which may
have developed. MACV has instituted an effi-
clency and economy program to which I
have given the thrifty sounding name of
Project Maconomy.

NOW THE THIRD PHASE

With 1968, a new phase is now starting.
We have reached an important point when
the end begins to come Into view, What is
this third phase we are about to enter?

In Phase IIT, in 1968, we intend to do the
following:

Help the Vietnamese armed forces to con-
tinue improving their effectiveness.

Decrease our advisers in training centers
and other places where the professional com-
petence of Vietnamese officers makes this
possible.

Increase our advisory effort with the
younger brothers of the Vietnamese army:
the Reglonal Forces and Popular Forces.

Use U.S. and Free World forces to destroy
North Vietnamese forays while we assist the
Vietnamese to reorganize for territorial se-
curity.

Provide the new military equipment to re-
vitalize the Vietnamese army, and prepare
it to take on an ever-increasing share of the
war,

Continue pressure on North to prevent
rebuilding and to make infiltratlon more
costly.

Turn a major share of front-line DMZ de-
fense over to the Vietnamese army.

Increase U.S. support in the rich and
populated Delta.

Help the government of Vietnam single
out and destroy the Communist Shadow
Government.

Continue to isolate the guerrilla from the
people.

Help the new Vietnamese government to
respond to popular aspirations, and to reduce
and eliminate corruption.

and
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Help the Vietnamese strengthen their
police forces to enhance law and order.

Open more roads and canals.

Continue to improve the Vietnamese eco-
nomy and standard of living.

THE FINAL PHASE

Now for Phase IV—the final phase. That
period will see the conclusion to our plan
to weaken the enemy and strengthen our
friends until we become progressively super-
fluous, The object will be to show the world
that guerrilla warfare and invasion do not
pay as a new means of Communist aggres-
sion.

I see Phase IV happening as follows:

Infiltration will slow.

The Communist infrastructure will be cut
up and near collapse.

The Vietnamese government will prove its
stability, and the Vietnamese army will show
that it can handle Vietcong.

The Reglonal Forces and Popular Forces
will reach a higher level of professional per-
formance.

U.S. units can begin to phase down as the
Vietnamese army is modernized and develops
its capacity to the fullest.

The military physical assets, bases and
ports, will be progressively turned over to
the Vietnamese.

The Vietnamese will take charge of the
final mopping up of the Vietcong (which will
probably last several years). The U.S., at the
same time, will continue the developmental
help envisaged by the President for the com-
munity of Southeast Asla.

You may ask how long Phase III will take,
before we reach the final phase. We have al-
ready entered parts of Phase III. Looking
back on Phases I and IT we can conclude that
we have come a long way.

I see progress as I travel all over Vietnam.

I see it In the attitudes of the Vietnamese.

I see it in the open roads and canals.

I see it in the new crops and the new pur-
chasing power of the farmer.

I sez it in the increased willingness of the
Vietnamese Army to fight North Vietnamese
units and in the victories they are winning.

Parenthetically, I might say that the U.S.
press tends to report U.S. actions; so you may
not be as aware as I am of the victories won
by South Vietnamese forces.

ENEMY HAS PROELEMS

The enemy has many problems:

He is losing control of the scattered pop-
ulation under his influence.

He is losing credibility with the popula-
tion he still controls.

He is allenating the people by his increased
demands and taxes where he can impose
them.

He sees the strength of his forces steadily
declining.

He can no longer recruit in the South to
any meaningful extent; he must plug the
gap with North Vietnamese.

His monsoon offensives have been failures.

He was dealt a mortal blow by the installa-
tion of a freely elected representative gov-
ernment,

And he failed in his desperate effort to
take the world’s headlines from the inaugura-
tion by a military victory.

Lastly, the Vietnamese army is on the
road to becoming a competent force. Korean
troops in Vietnam provided a good example
for the Vietnamese. Fifteen years ago the
Koreans themselves had problems now
ascribed to the Vietnamese. The Koreans sur-
mounted these problems and so can and
will the Vietnamese.

SOME ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Vietnamese armed forces have accom-
plished much in a short time. Here are a few
examples:
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Career management for officers, particu-
larly infantry officers, has been instituted.

Sound promotion procedures have been put
into effect.

Discipline and conduct is being stressed.

Increased emphasis is being devoted to
small-unit tactics and leadership.

The promotion of enlisted men to the com-
missioned ranks is now commonplace (2200
in 1966).

Officers candidates must now take basic
training and prove that they have the leader-
ship potential to be officers.

An inspector general for the Vietnamese
armed forces has been appointed and is now
active in detailed inspections.

Corrupt and inefficient officials are being
gradually eliminated.

The military school system has been revi-
talized.

The Military Academy has gone to a four-
year curriculum.

A school for battallon commanders has
been established.

A ten-month National Defense College has
been organized for selected senior officers.

The same personnel management programs
which have been installed successfully in the
Vietnamese army are being expanded to the
Regional Forces and Popular Forces.

We are making progress. We know you
want an honorable and early transition to
the fourth and last phase.

So do your sons and so do I.

It lies within our grasp—the enemy's hopes
are bankrupt. With your support we will
give you a success that will impact not only
on South Vietnam, but on every emerging
nation in the world.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2
minutes in order to reply to the Senator
from Vermont to whom I wish to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Did the Senator from
New York notice General Westmore-
land’s statement to the effect that the
Vietcong were winning the war in 1965?

Mr, JAVITS. That is exactly what he
said.

Mr. AIKEN. Was not that rather an
indictment of the people who were in-
forming the Congress that winning the
war was very near in 1965? I think Gen-
eral Westmoreland's statement is true.

Mr. JAVITS. So do I.

Mr. AIKEN. I think his eredibility gap
is much narrower than that of certain
other official spokesmen for our
Government.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator very
much, because he states the facts exactly.

What has caused difficulty in this
country is that, at the time it was said
the North Vietnamese were winning and
the South Vietnamese were going under,
we were told we would be home in a
couple of years and things were going
very well.

Mr. AIKEN. I think we were told in
August that we would be coming home
for Christmas.

Mr, JAVITS. That is right. That hope
has been dashed and other hopes will
be dashed unles we pursue this line that,
progressively, the Vietnamese are will-
ing to fight and they are willing to die
for freedom just as we have done there
and that they will take it over more and
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more. We will arm them. We will sup-
port them. We will even leave backup
troops there. But we cannot run it as our
war.

That is what the American people are
thinking, and this is in the line our
country must follow. It is the only way
to unite America, and it is very sharply
divided today on everything else about
the Vietnam war.

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR LONG
OF LOUISIANA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I want to join the distin-
guished majority leader [Mr. MANS-
FIELD], in complimenting the very able
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Finance, Mr. Lonc of Louisiana, on the
excellent presentation that he has made
of the most difficult and complex bill
considered by the Senate during the past
few days and upon which we will soon
vote.

At all times the floor manager of the
bill, the distinguished junior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc], has demon-
strated a very thorough and impressive
grasp of the facts, and such knowledge
can only be gained through experience,
diligence, hard work, and long hearings.

I compliment Mr. Long, and I thank
him for the patience, cooperation, and
equanimity which he has consistently
shown throughout the long, very ardu-
ous, and difficult debate on this impor-
tant and complicated bill. I believe that
the ranking minority member and all
the members of the Committee on Fi-
nance, as well as the distinguished chair-
man, are also to be complimented for a
job very well done.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I wish
to supplement the appropriate words just
spoken by my colleague, Senator BYRD.
Members of this body realize that such
a bill is very difficult to understand in its
intriciate provisions. I am very frank. I
must labor to understand what we are
doing. The helpful manner in which the
explanations have been made by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee has been of vital value to me
as we have worked our legislative way
through this complicated measure. In a
moment, I shall express my approval of
the progress made as we came nearer
to a vote.

I stress the patience which the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. LonG] has shown
day after day during the debate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. And the
good humor.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, and good humor.

I think there has been general agree-
ment among practically all Members that
this is a truly important measure. The
expertise of the chairman of the Finance
Committee in handling this legislation
has been noteworthy.

I recall, Mr. President, that there are
two Members in the Senate now who were
here on May 13, 1935, and voted then
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for the original Social Security Act. They
are Senators HaoypeEN and RUSSELL.

There are five other Senators in this
body today who were in the House of
Representatives on April 19, 1935, and
voted for the first Social Security Act.
These men are Senators CARLsON, DIRK-
SEN, Hiry, Youne of Ohio, and I.

Mr. President, shortly we will vote on
final passage of the Social Security
Amendments of 1967. This comprehen-
sive measure provides a substantial in-
crease in social security benefits for the
more than 23 million people now on the
rolls, as well as substantially improved
protection for 86 million current work-
ers—and their families—who are the
future beneficiaries.

The 15 percent across-the-board in-
crease provided by the bill is a needed
increase. About one-half of our social
security beneficiaries have, in terms of a
regular income, only their social security.
For almost all beneficiaries, social secu-
rity is their main source of support. It is
for these reasons that the level of social
security benefits is the all-important fac-
tor in determining how well our elderly
citizens will be able to live.

Social security benefits are too low. The
average benefit for retired workers today
is about $85 a month; for aged widows,
the average is $74 a month. In a country
as prosperous as the United States, there
is absolutely no reason why these people
should not share in at least a part of the
expanding prosperity most of us have
come to know and enjoy. Under the bill,
benefits that now range from $44 to $142
for retired workers will be increased to a
range of $70 to $163.30. A worker receiv-
ing a benefit equal to the average bene-
fit now payable—about $85 a month—
will receive about $98 a month. The aver-
age benefit for an aged retired couple
will be increased from $145 a month to
$171 a month.

Because the social security program is
so basic to the future plans of all workers
and their families, we must not permit it
to become static. That is why I favor the
raise in the amount of annual earnings
subject to social security contributions
and used in computing benefit amounts.
This increase in the base will make pos-
sible in the future the payment of social
security benefits that will be more closely
related to the earnings that the family
breadwinner had before he retired, be-
came disabled, or died. Moreover, the in-
crease in the contribution and benefit
base will help to finance the more liberal
benefits provided under the bill.

I am particularly gratified to note that,
in order to finance the increases and the
other improvements, the pending bill
calls for, along with increases in the con-
tribution rate schedule, a three-step in-
crease in contribution and benefit base—
the maximum amount of annual earn-
ings subject to tax and counted for
benefit purposes. As a result, the base
would be increased from its present level
of $6,600 to $8,000 in 1968, $8,800 in 1969,
and to $10,800 in 1972, Increases in the
base, when compared with increases in
the contribution rate, have the advan-
tage that the people who contribute more
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will receive more protection. When the
base is increased, new, higher henefits
become payable on the basis of the higher
average earnings made possible by the
increase in the base. Since the matching
employer contributions, when combined
with the new employee contributions, are
more than sufficient to provide for the
increased protection, additional income
is available to improve benefits through-
out the social security system.

This measure improves the social se-
curity program for those now receiving
benefits—our older citizens, those who
are disabled, their dependents and sur-
vivors. And it significantly increases the
protection against future loss of earnings
for all our citizens who now work in jobs
covered by the program.

Another vital provision authorizes re-
tirement benefits, for the first time, as
early as age 60 for workers and their
spouses, and for aged survivors of de-
ceased insured workers. This amend-
ment was sponsored by my distinguished
colleague from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrol. I have consistently supported
this provision.

The payment of retirement benefits
beginning at age 60 would clearly help
lessen the hardships faced by the group
of workers who because of ill health,
technological unemployment, or other
reasons, find it impossible to continue
working until they reach age 62. Many
of our older workers lack the newer
technical skills needed to run new ma-
chines; they are the people who em-
ployers often let go first. Persons who
worked and contributed to the social
security program have the right to re-
tirement benefits when they become too
old to work. They should receive social
security benefits if they can no longer
work or find jobs because of their age.
These people would rather have reduced
social security benefits than no regular
income at all.

This is a change that is long overdue.
It is a change that was voted on favor-
ably by this body earlier this year.

There can be no question that these
benefits and improvements to social se-
curity are vitally needed. Nor can there
be any question that they are needed
now. I enthusiastically support the enact-
ment of this bill without further delay.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
jdent, I thank my senior colleague for
his remarks.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want to
join the majority leader, and the Sena-
tors from West Virginia [Mr. B¥rp and
Mr. RanporLpH] and others who have
so deservedly lauded Senator RUSSELL
Lonc of Louisiana for the remarkable
parliamentary leadership he extended to
us in bringing about the third reading of
the bill and the passage which will fol-
low in the next hour in the Senate. Credit
for the bill is due in no small measure
to Senator RUSSELL LONG.

The Senate version of the bill is a good
one, It is not a perfect bill in my opin-
ion, as my votes for some amendments
that were defeated on the floor of the
Senate demonstrate. The bill does not go
far enough, in my judgment, to give the
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economic justice to the elderly people of
this country that I think they are en-
titled to, a justice that we must come to
just as rapidly as possible.

May I say to them, this is not the last
social security bill we are going to pass
in the years immediately ahead. The
senior Senator from Oregon will con-
tinue to do everything he can to secure
passage of some amendments that went
down to defeat in this debate.

On the other hand, I say to the bene-
ficiaries of social security, the bill ad-
vances your interest more than any leg-
islation Congress has considered on this
subject at any time in the past since the
original act was passed.

The bill deserves the vote of Senators
this morning, and it deserves every effort
on the part of the Senate conferees to
maintain the Senate amendments in con-
ference with the House, for the Senate
bill, in my judgment, is a much better
bill than the House bill. It is a bill that
ought finally to go on to the law books,
recognizing, as I have said, that there
will have to be some give and take in
conference. I hope, however, that the
conferees of the House will recognize the
temper and the tempo of the times, as
the Government of the United States
seeks through legislation to do economic
justice to the elderly people by having
a social security program that really
makes it possible for them to live out
their old age in health, decency, and self-
respect. It seeks to help them enjoy the
happiness that we ought, as a matter of
moral recognition, see to it that our el-
derly are able to enjoy.

Some provisions of the bill embody
amendments that I have advocated and
supported for several years. I was highly
gratified when many of the principles
of those amendments were adopted, in
the first instance, by the Committee on
Finance itself. That made it unneces-
sary to wage a battle for them in the
course of the debate on the bill. Other
amendments that I have advocated over
the years were adopted in principle on
the floor of the Senate. They are not in
the exact form that I have urged them,
put the principle is there. I am grateful,
therefore, to the Senator from Louisiana
for the cooperation he extended to me.
The bill has my support for these prin-
cipal reasons:

First. The level of benefits will be
raised across the board by 15 percent.
That falls short of the 20-percent boost
provided in the amendment that I spon-
sored with the Senator from New York
[Mr. Kennepy]. It falls short of the $100
minimum which the Senator from New
York and I and other Senators have
advocated for some time past. It is a
minimum that I will continue to work
for in the Senate.

But this 15-percent boost is better than
the 1215 percent approved by the House
of Representatives.

Second. The adoption yesterday of the
Bayh amendment raises the earnings
test to $2,400, thus enabling annuitants
to earn up to that amount each year
without loss of social security benefits.

I was very much interested in the
debate yesterday. I thought the Senator
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from Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY] put it
very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr, MORSE. I ask unanimous consent
that I may have 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. I thought the Senator
from Oklahoma put it very well when he
made the plea to let these elderly people
work. The privilege of working is, in my
judgment, essential to the happiness of
many of them. Let us not overlook that
intangible value implied by the word
“happiness.” We need to pay attention to
the happiness of our people, and particu-
larly we need to pay attention to the
happiness of the aged. Nothing was said
on this matter in the debate on yester-
day; but when we think about what hap-
pens to elderly people when they are
able to work and earn up to $2,400 a year,
and the effect on their families, their
sons and daughters, and the other mem-
bers of the family, one can begin to
grasp the significance of the Bayh
amendment,

The Bayh amendment was a great step
forward in permitting retired persons to
earn up to $2,400, and still not suffer loss
of social security benefits.

Third. The Prouty amendment was
adopted, to exclude from the income test
for veterans’ pensions the increase in
social security benefits carried in this bill.

Fourth. The Finance Committee bill
enables employees to choose retirement
at age 60 with a reduced annuity.

Fifth. The committee bill further pro-
vides coverage of charges for certain of
the services of optometrists, podiatrists,
chiropractors, and clinical psychologists
under the supplementary insurance pro-
gram.

Sixth. The committee eased the most
stringent and punitive sections of the
House bill relating to public assistance
and aid to dependent children. The adop-
tion on the floor of the Harris amend-
ment, making mandatory aid to the chil-
dren of unemployed fathers, and the
Kennedy amendment, which provides
that mothers of dependent children do
not have to work outside of the home
when the children need their care at
home, are great steps forward in our
social security program.

I was at a loss to understand the in-
sistence in the House that mothers with
small children work and accept training
for work in order for those children to
receive assistance. The mother of three
or four or five children ought to stay in
the home, at least when their children
come home from school. They are needed
to assure at least some parental super-
vision as well as doing the cleaning, the
sewing, the preparations in the home
that make it possible for those children
to enjoy their home life.

It goes without saying, and we can take
Judicial notice of the fact, that a mother
with children who has to go outside of
the home and work every day is not able
to give those children a precious heritage
we ought to try to provide for all Ameri-
can boys and girls, a happy home life.
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Again I thank the Senator from Lou-
isiana for the splendid job he has done in
guiding this bill through the Senate, and
I hope that the changes this Senate has
made will be sustained in conference
with the House.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, it is with regret that I cannot
support this bill. I feel that there is a
need for a reasonable increase in social
security benefits and would gladly have
supported a bill in line with the one
passed by the House, which provided a
121,-percent increase in such benefits.

Such an increase could have been
financed without a prohibitive increase
in the taxes on the wage earners, and
the many small businessmen who are
today strugeling to keep their operations
going.

But the bill before us has gone far be-
yond what I think our country can af-
ford, and the wage tax increases provided
in the Senate bill represent a staggering
increase in wage taxes that will be placed
upon the many young workers of Amer-
ica, who today in view of the high cost
of living are already having to struggle
to support their growing families and
provide for their children's education.

The fact that the Senate has delayed
these wage tax increases until after the
1968 election does not make them any
less regressive or painful.

When H.R. 12080 passed the House its
cost was projected as being $3.2 billion
in 1968, with this cost rising in 1972 to
$3.8 billion. This cost covered an increase
in social security benefits of 1215 per-
cent; the House bill raised the minimum
benefits for all and raised the earning
test limitation to $1,680. To finance these
benefits the earning base subject to wage
tax was raised from the present $6,600 to
$7,600. The House bill likewise made
many increases in the medicaid program,
bringing its cost into a more realistic
range.

But the Senate Finance Committee
went on a spending spree and practically
doubled both the cost and the tax rates
as compared to the House bill.

The bill reported by the Senate Finance
Committee added over $3 billion to the
cost of the House bill, which brought the
full year’s cost of the bill to $6.3 billion.
In 1972 these costs will be even higher.

To finance these extra benefits in the
Senate bill the wage taxes will be raised
as much as 100 percent for the middle in-
come wage earners. Under the Senate bill
the cost to the $10,000 wage earners will
jump from $290.40 to $580 per year. This
increased wage tax must be matched by
his employer, which means rising costs
of the products being manufactured. The
$5,000 worker will have a wage tax in-
crease from the present $220 per year to
$290. Other comparable increases are
placed upon these young workers who to-
day are already having a hard time to
meet the expenses of a growing family.

But even this $3 billion increase by the
Senate Finance Committee did not seem
to be enough, and the Senate yesterday
further added another $115 billion to the
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cost of this bill by adopting a series of
amendments offered on the fioor.

The net result is that we have before
us today a bill which in its present form
will cost over $7.5 billion and a bill which
places upon the wage earners of America
Ehe largest wage tax increase in our his-

ory.

This $7% billion bill is being advanced
at a time when both the administration
and the Congress have been shedding a
lot of crocodile tears over the dangers
of uncontrolled inflation. Both the ad-
ministration and the Congress have been
promising that before any tax increase is
considered, a bona fide effort must be
made to reduce expenditures.

How can either the administration or
the Senate reconcile their remarks of
the past 4 days with their support of a
bill which adds over $4 billion to a $3
billion bill as passed by the House just
a few weeks ago?

If these Senate additions of over $4
billion are just being passed with an un-
derstanding that the House will reject
the increases and send back a bill from
conference more nearly in line with the
projected cost of the House bill, then this
action represents the height of political
hypocracy, and I will have no part of
such tactics.

In my opinion our country faces a
crisis in that we have reached the point
where we cannot continue down this road
of ever-expanding deficits.

These mounting deficits and the re-
sulting inflation have destroyed the pur-
chasing power of the pensions upon
which these retired people have been de-
pending. Merely to raise social security
payments and then do nothing to check
the inflationary threat will be of but a
short-term benefit, and within 2 years
they will be in a worse condition than
today.

The value of the savings bonds, the
life insurance policies, the private pen-
slons has been destroyed as the result of
this uncontrolled inflation.

Eight years ago a small investor bought
a series E Government bond for $75, and
today he receives $100 as payment of his
principal and interest; but through the
erosion of the purchasing power of the
dollar he cannot buy with $100 what he
could have bought with the $75 7 years
ago.

Through uncontrolled inflation we
have destroyed the security of millions of
our retired citizens. The value of their
life savings, their insurance policies, their
pensions, social security, and savings ac-
counts is getting to be worth less every
day as the result of this uncontrolled
inflation.

Mr. President, these trust funds repre-
sent the security not only of those al-
ready on retirement but of the present-
day wage earners, who upon reaching
retirement age will be expecting their
benefits to be paid. It is therefore essen-
tial that the integrity of this fund be
preserved.

To illustrate just how the present in-
flationary situation with its accompany-
ing high interest rates, which means
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lower bond prices, affects these trust
funds I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp a
series of tabulations showing the invest-
ment portfolios of various trust funds,
including the social security trust fund,
the civil service retirement fund, and
the railroad retirement trust fund.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BYRD
of Virginia in the chair) . Without objec-
tion, the material will be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
F1sSCAL BERVICE,
Washington, D.C., October 24, 1967.
Hon. JoEN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR WILLIAMS: In response to
your recent telephone request, there are at-
tached schedules showing by issue the face
amount, book value (where available) and
current market value of marketable invest-
ment holdings of the four Social Security
Trust Funds, the Civil Service Retirement
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and Disability Fund and the Rallroad Re-
tirement Accounts. There are also attached
schedules showing the current investment
holdings of Special Treasury Obligations is-
sued to the above funds.

The market value columns shown on the
attached schedules are based on current mar-
ket quotations, as noted. These prices are cur-
rently at a very low point. Therefore, the
total market value shown for these securities
is appreciably less than the book value shown.
However, caution should be exercised in at-
tempting to estimate a possible loss, since
Special Treasury Obligations, not market-
able securities, are redeemed at part for the
purpose of meeting current benefit payments
or other authorized expenditures. Market-
able securities are normally purchased and
held to maturity.

You also asked that if special Treasury is-
sues were marketable what would be their
estimated current market value. As previ-
ously mentioned, special Treasury issues are
purchased by the trust funds at par and are
redeemed by the Treasury at par when nec-
essary to meet benefit payments and other
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expenditures. Therefore, there is no market
value as such for special issues comparable
to the market value at any given time for
any marketable public debt obligation.

Your question may relate to the yield on
special Treasury lssues as compared to mar-
ketables. Since specials are issued and re-
deemed at par, the yleld is always equal to
the coupon rate established at the time of
issue, This interest rate is by law based on
the average market yleld of all marketable
public debt obligations with remaining peri-
ods to maturity of four years or more from
the end of the calendar month prior to issu-
ance, except for the Rallroad Retirement Ac-
counts which are based on all marketable
public debt obligations with remaining peri-
ods to maturity of three years or more, In
the case of marketable securities, the true
yleld would not only depend on the coupon
rate at time of issue, but also on the pur-
chase price and, if sold prior to maturity, the
selling price.

Very truly yours,

JoHN K. CARLOCE,
Fiscal Assistant Secretary.

HOLDINGS FOR FEDERAL OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE TRUST FUND AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount Book value ! Market value ? Securities Face amount Book value ! Market value?
MARKETABLES MARKETABLES—Continued
U.S. Treasury bonds: Participation certificates:
2}5 percent, June 15, 1964-68. e $22,180,000  $21,753, 047. 06 $21,230, 418,75 Falt, FNMA, trustee:
zépercent Dec, 15, 1 33, 000, 000 32,219, 058. 67 31, 195,312.50 5.20 percent, Janus 19, 1982-. $100, 000,000  $100, 000, 000, 00 $93, 000, 000, 00
percent, SepL 15 196}' -12 250 250. 00 222.03 5,10 percent Apr. 6, 1987___ 50, 000, 000 50, 000, 000. 00 » 000, 000 00
374 percent, May 15, 1968. .. 17,450,000 17, 450, 000. 00 17,313,671. 88 | 514 percent, June 29, 19?2 _________ 000,000 50,000, 000. 00 48, 875. 000, 00
iy pm?"} t“fa 1§ Im' ; %% g % % % i 91{2"% '33 Total, participation certificate 200, 000, 000 000,
ercent, Fel , 000, , 000, 000, , 312, 200, otal, participation ce: 5. , 000, , 000, .
Lt = s ] = S Trin
rcent, Fel s , 000, , 968, 281, , 438, 437, otal, marketables...........  2,836,646,250 2,820,905,189.00 2,369,511, 269.
4 bertent. Ab 15, 1971 100,000,000 100,697, 530,84 94,718,750 00 S -5
4 percent, nu}g. = 38, 000, 000 37,789, 128.85 35, 031, 250, 00 SPECIALS
414 percent, Feb. 15 197‘. 61,934,000 61, 895,580.95 57, 035, 406. 25 : y
41{ percent, May 15, 1974_ 8§, 352, 000 6, 363, 615. 84 5,899, 420.00 | Certificates of indebtedness:
374 percent, Nov. 15, 1974 24, 500, 000 24,480,272, 84 22,157,187.50 54 percent, June 30, 1968........ 1,872, 652, 000
414 percent, May 15, 1975-85 78,023, 000 77,654, 044, 34 7,538,659, 38 514 percent, June 30 1968 ... 7,074,
314 percent, June 15, 1978-83__ 60, 200, 000 59,272, 764. 62 46,354, 000, 00 | Notes:
4 percent, Feb. 15, 1980_____ 153,100,000  153.040,016.74  132,048,750.00 | 474 percent, June 30, 1969..__.___ 1,080, 011, 000
35 percant Nov. 15 1980... 449,450,000 455,156, 974. 02 , 301,750, 00 47 percent, JuneSﬂ 1970_. 2 296, 526, 000
314 percent, May 15, 1985 25,700, 000 24,171, 356.15 19,724, 750, 00 474 percent, June 3EI 1971 -- 1,080,011, 000
414 percent, Aug. 15, 1987-92.._ 33,000,000 35, 111,119.89 27,616, 875. 00 t% peruen!. June 30, 1974__ " _C 2,720,279, 000
414 percent, May 15, 1989-94_____ 91, 300, 000 90, 486. 77 74,352, 437, 50 Bo
314 percent, Feb, 15, 1990. 556,250,000 546,773, 428,71 426,574,218, 75 A 783, 485, 000
3 percent, Feb. 15, 1995__ 70,170, 000 70,142, 012. 59 , 373, 056. 2‘ psrcent June:i{! 1971. - 1,080,011, 000
314 percent, Nov. 15 1998. 552, 037, 000 542 441, J418.01 421,618,258.75 2 pemenl June 30 1972 - 1,080,011, 000
Zﬁ p  June 30, 1973 - 1,080,011, 000
Total, public issues............ 2,457,146,250 2,441,366,941.58 2,002, 420,332, 04 2 nsrcont June 30 1974__ - 1,080,011,000 .
2% p June 30, 1975.. - 919, 934, 000
Agency Issues: 384 percent, June 30, 1975_.______ 160, 077, 000
FIC dehenlum 5.15 percent, 334 percent, June 30, 1976_.._.._ 1,080, 011, 000
B T OGT: Lo TR e 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000. 00 17, 000, 000. 00 3,§ nerwnt June 20, 1877 - 1,080,011, 000
FHLB hunds 14 percent, June 30, 1978 2 658, 444,000 .
6 percent, Oct. 26, 1967. = 26, 000, 000 25,998, 916. 64 26,000, 000. 00 percent, June 30, 1978 = 421,567, 000
Saﬁ percent, Apr. '25, 1968 __ 25, 000, 000 25, 014, 583. 36 24,976, 562, 50 4 percent, June 30, 1979 . 1,080,011, 000
FNMA debentures: 41 percent, June 30, 1980._ - 1,080,011,000 .
57¢ percent, Sept. 10 1968. . ... 10, 000, 000 9,997, 135. 46 10, 012, 500. 00
6 percent, Dec. 12, 1969.. ... 41, 500, 000 41 518 ?3?_.69 41, 551, 875. 00 Total, special issues._......... 18, 650, 148, 000
5% percent, July 10, 1969 .- - 25, 000, 000 24,718,750,00 | U.S. Treasur'_r bonds, nonmarketable:
534 percent, Oct. 13, 1970____.. 20, 000, 000 1.‘1 0 IJII DO 19,937, 500. 00 234 percent, Apr. l 1975-80_____. 1, 064, 902, 000
Fl. honds 5% perv:ent. Dec. 20,
......................... 15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000. 00 15, 018,750, 00 Grand total. . ................. 22,55],696,250
Total, agency issues......... 179, 500, 000 179,538, 247. 42 179,215,937, 50

1Book value based on amortization of premium and/or discount on a straight-line basis.

1 Market value based on the closing market bid on Oct. 13, 1967, for a
tion certificates and on the closing market bid on Oct. 19, 1967, for pu

(yssu es and participa-

HOLDINGS FOR THE FEDERAL DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount Book value !  Market value 2 Securities Face amount Book value?  Market value ?
MARKETABLES MARKETABLES—Continued
U.S. Treasury bonds: u.s. Tleasury bonds—Continued
37% percent, May 15, 1968....._.... $3, 750,000 $3,750, 000, 00 $3,720,703.13 374 percent, Nov. 15, 1974__________ $5,000,000 $5, 000, 000, 00 $4, 521,875, 00
3% percent, Aug. 15 68T 5,000, 000 5, 000, 000. 00 4,935,937, 50 414 percent, Ma{ iﬁ, 19?5—85. = 20,795,000 20,774,628.28 18, 000, 671. 88
37¢ percent, Nov. 15, 1968_.__..___ 5,000,000 4,992,968, 50 4,923, 437. 50 4 percent, Feb. 15, 1980___ - - 30,250,000 30,240,452.69 26,090, 625. 00
969 26,000,000 25,993,851.79 25,301,250, 00 4’ percent, Aug. 15, 1987-92__.... 80,800,000 80,979, 046. 03 2,619,500, 00
10,000,000 9,978, 515. 45 9, 665, 625. 00 percent, May 15 1989-94. ... 68,400,000 67,514,591,67  55,703,250.00
has imel oo GEm Rl nEd e e
, 000, » 988, 394. rcent, Nov. , 000, , 676, 514, , 818, 750.
2,000,000 1989'851.00  1:872,500.00 £
16,500,000 16, 360,623.51 15,210,937, 50 Total, public issues...........-.. 314,995,000 313,096,311.38  273,981,625.01
10,000,000 10,017, 431.12 9,218, 750. 00

See footnote at end of table.
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HOLDINGS FOR THE FEDERAL DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND AS OF OCT. 20, 1967—Continued
Securities Face amount Book value!  Market value 2 Securities Face amount Book valua! Market value 2
MARKETABLES—Cantinued MARKETABLES—Continued
Agency issues: Nm’i? June 30, 1971 74,799
"FNLB bonds: 6 percent, 0ct 26,1967 $15,590,000 $15,588,916.64  $15,590,000.00 | 47¢ percent June 30,1971 ... $74.799.000 ... . .
FNMA debentures: }f percent, June 30, 1974__________ A 178000 1k T L S et RTINS M
514 percent, Sept. 10, 1968______ 10,000,000 9,997, 135.46 18.01;,%.% Bﬂm}?- percent, June 30, 1974 H ok
percent, Oct. 13, 1970_______ 20,000,000 19,960,000.00 19,937, 500. j;; mmn:‘j“na % }3.;;:_-:-‘----'- zo:g:cm
Tota issues.__......_. 45,590,000  45,546,052.10 45,540, 000. 00 percent, June 30, .
ek w1y R R g§ parcet Jun 3 197 20,738 o0
trustee: 514 percent, June 29, 1972 ___. 50,000,000  50,000,000.00 48, 875, 000. ;? Dnrun:. i"“ "3‘.3- {3;3 lsg:gg'm
rcent, June 3u, 3 .
Total, marketables...._.._...... 410,585,000 408,642,363.48 38,396,625.00 | 7% percent, J4ne 50, 13- 13883 003
SPECIALS 41 percent, June 30, 1980_.________ 125, 606, 000
Gerti;i;;les of i?dfhiedggsﬁsa AT 00 Total, special issuzs. ... 1,463, 118,000 ..o -
rcent, June 3U, 2= G S " L1 || SRS p R B L e VTS R B
514 gmnt. June 30, 1968_....____. SO0 000 ;L ok oo AT O T T 1, 873, 703, 000 iy,

1 Book value based on amortization of premium and/or discount on & straight line basis.

2 Market value based on the closing market bid on Oct. 13, 1967, for age

issues and par-

ticipation certificates and on the closing market bid on Oct. 19, 1967, for pum issues.

HOLDINGS FOR THE FEDERAL HOSPITAL INSURANCE TRUST FUND AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount Book value 1 Market Securities Face amount Book value ! Market
value 2 value *
MARKETABLES SPECIALS
A issues: Certificates of indebteiness: 5| reent,
B8 bonds: 574 percent, Dec. 20, 1967...  $15,000,000 $15,000,000.00 $15,018,750 | June 30, 1968.___ O $100, 745,000 ... oo ciiuust e
FNMA debentures: 6 percent, Dec. 12, tes:
S T R L 41,500,000 41,518,733.60 41,551,875 474 percent, June 30, 1971._. i BUES0/000;: .. bR RIS
percent, June 30, 1972. 46,131,000 _
Total, agency issues...._.__._._.._ 56,500,000 56,518,733.60 56, 570, 625 percent, June 30, 1973. 46,131,000 .
Participation certificates—FALT, FNMA, percent, June 30, 1974 415,179,000 .
Trustee: 5.20 percent, Jan, 19, 1982______ 50,000,000 50,000, 000.00 46, 500, 000 e
Total, special issues. - ... .._....... 1,152,845, 0000 < - RN
Total, marketables_._.._.... ... 106, 500,000 106, 518,733.60 103, 070, 625
AR LS S 1, 25085 000 _ 2 s e N L S e el

1 Book value basedon amortization of premium and jor discount on a straight line basis.

* Market value based on the closing market bid on Oct. 13, 1967, for agency issues and partici-
pation certificates and on the closing market bid on Oct. 19, 1967, for pul Iiecasuss. "

HOLDINGS FOR THE FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTARY MEDICAL INSURANCE TRUST FUND AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount Securities Face amount
als: Certificates of indebtedness, 514 percent, maturing June 30, 424 percent, maturing June 30,1972 ... ... ... ... $31,923, 000
e e e $57, 200,000 434 percent, maturing June 30, 1973 -5 111111 311923, 000
Notes: 434 percent, maturing June 30, 1974___ 5 3 287,311, 000
43{ percent, maturing June 30, 1970 1,482, 000
434 percent, maturing June 30, 1971 31,923, 000 Total, special issues.. ..o 441,762, 000
HOLDINGS FOR THE CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND! AS OF OCT. 20, 1967
Securities Face amount Market value * Securities Face amount Market value 2
AT i "‘::Ll:: d: "ﬂn"-: Apr. 25, 1968 $14, 000, 000
ney issues— nds: percent, Apr. 25, s , 000, $13, 986, 875. 00
U.S. Treasury notes: FICB debentures: 5.15 mnlia oy b 1967 o oo 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000. 00
434 percent, May 15, 1968 L $4, 400, 000 $4,387,625.00 | FLB bonds: 57¢ pmenr Dec, 20, 1967. ... L 15, 000, 000 15,018, 750. 00
5 percent, Nov. 15, 1970 146, 400, 000 144,204, 000. 00 | FNMA debentures:
53¢ percent, Feb. 15, 1971 : 25, 000, 000 24, 875, 000. 00 57¢ percent, Sept. 10, 1968. 10, 000, 000 10, 012, 500. 00
514 percent, May i% 1971 2 19, 500, 000 18, 353, 750. 00 54 percent, Ju r 10, 1969. 25, 000, 000 24,718,750, 00
percent, Nov. 15, 1971.. E 25, 000, 000 24, 882, 812. 50 6 percent, Dec. 12, 1969.. 41,500, 000 41, 551, 875, 00
437 percent, Feb. 15, 1972.. % 110, 600, 000 107, 040, 062, 50 53¢ percent, Oct. 13, 1970_ 1T TTTIITI 20, 000, 000 19, 937, 500. 00
434 percent, May 15,1972 .. .. ... ... 98, 700, 000 95, 430, 562, 50
U.S. Treasury bonds: Total, agency issues_ . ... .. _._.._.... 142, 500, 000 142, 226, 250. 00
37¢ percent, May 15, 1968___________._.._. e 12, 400, 000 12, 303, 125. 00
334 percent, Aug. 15, 1968_. 2, 800, 000 2,764,125.00 | FNMA participation certificates:
374 percent, Nov. 15 1968 1, 600, 000 1, 575, 500, 00 5 percent, Jan, 19, 1972_ 50, 000, 000 48,000, 000, 00
4 percent, Feb. 15, 1969 10, 000, 000 9, 825, 000. 00 534 percent, June 29, 197 50, 000, 000 875, 000, 00
234 percent, June 15, 1969 10, 000, 000 9,571, 875. 00 5.20 percent, Jan. 19, 1982_ 100, 000, 000 93,000, 000, 00
4 percent, Oct. 1,1969__. .. 60, 400, 000 58, 776, 750. 00
214 percent, Dec. 15, 1964-69._ .- 16, 400, 000 15, 503, 125. 00 Total, participation.... ... _..-...__.________. 200,000,000 189, 875, 000. 00
4 percent, ﬁuﬁ. 15,1970, .. 54, 600, 000 52, 433, 062. 50 Total, marketables_.__.. ... _._...._._..... 2,144,953,000 1,931,548 930.01
37¢ percent, Nov. 15, 1971 .- -1 -l 1Ll . 6, 100, 000 5,734, 000. 00
& percent, Feb. 15,1872 """ _ T T 1T T 5, 200, 000 4,891,250.00 | Specials—certificates of indebtedness:
4 percent, Aug. 15, 1972__ 28, 700, 000 26, 870, 375. 00 51 percent, 1968 == 520, 580, 000
4 percent, Aug. 15, 1973.. 23, 800, 000 21,940, 625. 00 5 percent, 1 5,451, 000
41% percent, Nov. 15, 1973 33, 600, 000 31,416,000.00 | Notes:
434 percent. Feb. 15, 1974 55.900,000 51,532, 812.50 414 percent, 1969. .. 142, 474, 000
414 percent, May 15, 1974__ 126, 060, 000 117,078, 225. 00 4 reent, 1 40, 692, 000
37% percent, Nov. 15, 1974 ... 47,650, 000 43,093, 468. 75 414 percent, 1970. 69,699,000 _
4 percent, Feb. 15, 1980_.._._. 110, 394, 000 95, 214, 825. 00 rcent, 1971 40, 692, 000
314 percent, Nov. 15, 1980__._. 15, 700, 000 12, 795, 500. 00 414 percent, 197 1, 785, 656, 000
ag percent, June 15, 1978-83. 16, 800, 000 12,936, 000, 0u percent, 1974__. 1,758,171, 000
i ook ary ::’ is' %ggg-as 23 ?gg' % Es'sgug’ﬁ?g’g 54 percent, 1968 200, 000, 000
ag :ﬁ::tti Fab, 13, 1990, 600, 000 75,613, 875. 00 254 percent, 1968 415, 527, 000
414 percent, Aug. 15, 1987-92 347,520, 000 291, 165, 550, 00 2 69,913,000 .
415 pmnit:, May 15, 1 , 750, 000 8,754,531.25 2! rcent, 1969_ .. 615, 527, 000
3 percent, Feb, {5, 1995 .. 3 55, 205, 000 41,990, 303.13 percent, 1969___ 69,913, 000
33 percent, Nov. 15, 1998, ... ciieoo 83, 269, 000 63, 596, 698.75 3{;{ mt {969- i g'g?'%
Tt DUDNE RN o b i s s 1,802,453,000 1,599,447, 680. 01 zﬁ percent, 1970 615, 527, 000




November 22, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 33625
HOLDINGS FOR THE CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND! AS OF OCT. 20, 1967—Continued
Securities Face amount  Market value ? Securities Face amount  Market value?
SPECIALS—Continued SPECIALS—Continued
Bonds—Continued Bonds—Continued

Mgpercaot 1970, .o iiiale $59,913, 000 284 percent, 1975._..... $615, 527, 000
et b e R e i e , 976, 000 = 33{ percent, 19 60, 976, 000
375 percent, 1970___........_ 80,227,000 _.. 374 percent, 1975.... , 227,
415 percent, 1970.. 72,775,000 . 415 percent, 1 167, 167, 000
2% percent, 1971 615, 527, 000 gﬁ percent, 1976 , 362, 000
214 percent, 1971 69,913, 000 percent, 1976 60, 976, 000
334 percent, 197 60, 976, 000 374 percent, 197 , 227, 000
37 percent, 1971. . 80, 227, 000 414 percent, 1976 142, 474, 000
ATl MR DT e e T 142, 474, 000 334 percent, 1977.. 746, 416, 000
Pepercont 1908 . il 60, 976, 000 314 percent, , 227,
gpareenb 1872, L L aniilld 532,981, 000 414 percent, 1977 142, 474, 000

DA | R e S s e R e e 375. 160, 000 315 percent, 1978 826, 643, 000
334 percent, 1973 60, 876, 000 41¢ percent, 1978, 142, 474, 000
314 percent, 1973 103, 448, 000 414 percent, 1979. "117, :
414 percent, 1973.. 552,988, 000 414 percent, 1980 969, 117, 000
254 percent. 1974.. 270,724, 000 e
334 percent, 1974 60,976, 000 Total, specials 15, 728, 280, 000
BT;E percent, 1978 . .. ... .... S 80,227.000 —_——
[iRar ™o by SRR L A e N SRR 212, 387, 000 BONG O oo g SRR e e 17878280000 olac snapstbnidan

! Treasu

value is not available in the Investments Branch.

Department does not maintain administrative accounts for this fund, therefore, book

certificates and on the closi

 Market value based on the closing market bid on Oct. 13, 1967, for a issues and partic
tion ng market bid on Oct. 19, 1867, for public fes P

ic issues.

HOLDINGS FOR THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACCOUNT! AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount Market value 3 Securities Face amount  Market value?
MARKETABLES MARKETABLES—Continued
U.S. Treasury notes: . )
5 percent; Nov. 15,1970, .. ..o o ioiiiaaiiaa $32,000,000 $31,520,000.00 | Participation certificates—FALT, FNMA, trustee: 5.20 per-
percent, May 15, 1972_ .17 - TT1TTTITITTTIITT 20,000,000 19,337,500.00 | cent, Jan. 19, 1977 $50,000,000 346, 500, 000, 00
434 percent, Feb. 15, 1972_. 18, 000, 000 17, 420, 625. 00
U.S. Treasury bonds: Total, marketables_.... ... _. 980,186,000 899, 809, 756. 26
314 percent, May 15, 1968_. 7,000, 000 6,945,312, 50
3% percun:, Aug, 15, 1968 14,000,000 13,820, 625. 00 SPECIALS
4 percent, Feb. f5, 1969. 51,000,000 50,107, 500.00 | Notes:
& percent, Oct. 1,1969_____.__.__._. 57,000,000 55, 468, 125. 00 ASspereant 1989 .. o ate 146, 704
4 percent, Aug. 15, 1970___ 35,000,000  33,610,937. 50 AL pavtent, 19681207 IR TR T T T 10, 257, 000
41perunt. Aug. 151970 . ... 8,500, 000 8, 051, 093.75 dlgpandent 1970 oo TR T T , 298
3% percent, Nov. 15, 1871 .or 1o 46,500,000 43,710, 000. 00 474 percent, 1970 10, 257, 000
4 percent, Feb, 15, 1872_. 21,000,000 19,753, 125. 00 47¢ percent, 1971 T T T ITTTITTD S 044
4 percent, Mﬁ‘ 15, 1972 33,500,000 31,364, 375.00 p t, 416, 402, 000
sﬁ! pen:un? ov. isbgg 156,700,000 141, 715,562.50 | Bonds:
4 percent, Feb, 15, 1 125,550,000 108, 243, 750, 00 Apercant 1970 ... ... oot il 0t 185, 09
314 percent, Nov. 15, 1980_____ 6, 000, 000 4, 890, 000. 00 e pertent 1970, L0 cor Ll et T 12, 812, 000
414 percent, May 15, 1975-85.....__. 47,261,000  40,910,303.13 4 percent, TR g o b S 185, 091
31 percent, May 15, 1985..______ . 6,900,000 5,295,750,00 S U TN TN TP IRN T A S 23,110,
percent, Feb. 1§ [ 38,925,000 29,850, 609.38 L R R R B 185, 091,
4 pemnk Aug. 15, 198792~ .~ 14, 000,000 11,716, 250 00 14 percent, 1972 23, 110, 000
4 percent, Feb. 51 15 6,000,000 4,882, 500.00 4 percent, 1973 185, 091
414 percent, May 15, 1989-94 13,100,000 10,668, 312, 50 414 percent, 1973 23,1
3 percent, Feb. 15, 1995___ 3,200,000  2,434,000.00 4 percent, 1974.__ 185,
314 percent, Nov. 15, 1998__ 31,550,000 24, 096,312.50 41 pcrugn} 1974 ‘g_
Total, public issues_ . __ . .. .o.iiaeaoi. 792,686,000 715,812, 568,76 415 pemgn{ || P R R A lg,
issues: 43¢ percent, 1976___________________ 23,
mrﬂls bonds: L T R RN S SRR ST 185,
514 percent, Dec. 20, 1967 . .- . eeeooooo-- 15,000,000 15, 018,750, 00 414 percent, 1977.. 23,
& percent, Oct. 26, 1967.. "~ = 26,000,000 26, 000, 000. 00 4 percent, 1978._ 185,
percent, Apr. 25, 1968 .. o 25,000,000 24,976, 562. 50 414 percent, 1978 3,1
FNMA debentures: percent, 1979
514 peruuna Sept. 10, 1968._ 4 10,000,000 10,012, 500. 00 41§ percent, 1980
6 percent, Dec. 12, 1969.__.. 41,500,000 41,551, 875. 00
S3g pavekat, 06t 13, 4070, T o s 20,000,000 19,937, 500. N TN yuariiy | Wit
Total, agency ISSUeS. . _ .- coccooccuceaecnien 137,500,000 137,497, 187,50 U AR S SRR, T LT

I Treasu

book value is not available in the Investments Branch.

HOLDINGS FOR THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT SUPPLEMENTAL
ACCOUNT, AS OF OCT. 20, 1967

Securities Face amount

Sl?pemnt 1968
514 percent 1968

Grand total

HOLDINGS FOR THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT HOLDING
ACCOUNT, AS OF OCT, 20, 1967

Securities Face amount

ials—Certificates of indebtedness:
B PO 1068, T $4, 067,000
5 peruﬂl:tﬁigéé 1, f?;.%
?f} Percent 1968, 376,000
(=1 U7 I 5, 585, 000

Department does not maintain administrative accounts for this fund, therefore,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. These
trust funds are invested 100 percent in
obligations of or obligations guaranteed
by the U.S. Government. A small per-
centage of the investment portfolio is
in marketable Government securities,
whereby the book value can readily be
compared with the present-day market
values; for example, in the OASI trust
fund there are $2.8 billion invested in
Government securities which today have
a market value of about $2.3 billion, thus
representing a paper loss of approxi-
mately $500 million.

Af the same time this trust fund has
$22.5 billion invested in certificates of
indebtedness; that is, nonmarketable se-
curities. These securities bear interest
from 233 percent up to 5% percent with
maturities ranging from 1968 through
1980. Since these are nonmarketable se-
curities their depreciation cannot very

1 Market value based on the closing market bid on Oct. 13, 1967, for age
ticipation certificates and on the closing market bid on Oct. 19, 1967, for publ

issues and par-
issues, =

readily be accurately computed; however,
based upon the current price of similar
yields the market value as compared to
the cost to the fund would show a poten-
tial loss of between $2 billion and $2%
billion.

The investments of other trust funds
show similar potential losses based upon
present-day market values.

It is true that if these bonds are held
until maturity they will be paid at face
value; however, in approving increased
benefits under the social security system
which are not currently financed but
which will be paid from this trust fund
it means that to the extent any redemp-
tions become mandatory to finance these
benefits, either the fund or the Treasury
Department will absorb an approximate
20-percent loss.

To the extent this portfollo is liqui-
dated to pay current expenditures some-
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body has to absorb the difference be-
tween the original cost and the present-
day markets. This is true of all of the
various trust funds which are referred
to in the tables included in this report,
and this point must be borne in mind
by the Senate Finance Committee and
the Senate.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiAMs],
who is my leader in the committee.

I share his concern and will join him
and vote against the bill,

I think our action today represents
an expression of an attitude of fiscal
irresponsibility, particularly in the face
of what happened in Britain last week-
end.

I was shocked that the Senate, in the
face of all that, would have added an-
other billion dollars last night in a move
that had not been seriously considered
by the committee.

It seems to me that sooner or later we
will have to face up to the facts of eco-
nomic life,

After the President this weekend said
he is prepared to move against the defi-
cit, we sat here blithely and increased
it.

Mr. President, I cannot join in placing
a further burden of inflation on the same
elderly people whom the bill is supposed
to help.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly intend to vote for the bill. It is a
landmark piece of legislation. It is a real
accomplishment for this Congress and
an accomplishment in the field of social
justice that this Nation can be proud of
at this time.

The Senate also owes a deep debt of
gratitude to the assistant majority
leader, the chairman of the Finance
Committee, the junior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc]. He patiently and,
sometimes under what appeared to be
almost exasperating circumstances, con-
tinued to shepherd this bill through
heavy waters in the Finance Committee.
In an extreme case of dedicated service,
he stood on the floor and successfully
defended that position and, at times even
defended positions which I did not want
to have defended.

The Senator from Louisiana was very
successful on the floor. I think he should
be complimented for his fine work.

I also pay my respects to the ranking
minority member, the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams]l. He certainly
knew his facts and figures. We did agree
that what we wanted to do was to have
an honest presentation of the differences
of opinion. He made that possible.

Our success is also due to the fine
work of Wilbur Cohen of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Bob Ball, Robért Myers, Chief
Clerk Tom Vail, and others.

In my opinion there are still defi-
ciencies. There is still work to be done
in future years. We have still not given
enough to these people. We should have
glven them a minimum of at least $100.
We should have increased the amount
by 20 percent.

Omitting the changes which took place
on the floor, which did not seriously
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jeopardize this measure, I point out that
the bill passed by the Finance Committee
will produce a surplus of $2,200 million
over the amount needed to be paid out
in 1968.

That surplus will increase in 1969 un-
der the Finance Committee bill to $3,600
million. In 1970, it will go to $3,900 mil-
lion. By 1971, it will go to $6,600 million.
In 1972 there will be a surplus of col-
lections of $8,600 million over what is
needed to be paid out to these people
who receive social security benefits.

If there is anything about the bill that
can be criticized in real good conscience,
it is the fact that it is overfinanced.

The people who cast aspersions at the
actuarial soundness of the social secu-
rity system, frankly, are filled with emo-
tion and have not looked at the figures.
If they take a look at the honest figures
as they have been presented in the com-
mittee, and at these estimates, they will
realize that this is a good program for
America.

I congratulate all of those who took
part in the action on the bill, and espe-
cially those who will vote in favor of it.

Mr., LAUSCHE. Mr. President, yester-
day we had before us an amendment pro-
posing the acceptance of the House ver-
sion of what should be done in this field
of social service.

I voted for the acceptance of the Sen-
ate version, even though it was 215 per-
cent higher in cost than the of the House
version.

The House bill would result in an
added cost of 12.5 percent. The Senate
committee bill would result in a 15-per-
cent increase in the cost.

When I voted for the 15-percent In-
crease in cost, I thought that that would
be the maximum that would be proposed
under the bill, However, we know what
happened yesterday. Amendment after
amendment was offered, and the cost
covering social security and welfare ben-
efit increases amounts to, according to
my information, about $1.5 billion.

I voted against those increases. I do so
because of the financial problems that
are confronting the world.

I said yesterday that this subject of
devaluation is one that we are not ade-
quately considering.

I am now, however, faced with the re-
sponsibility of either voting for or against
the bill. I favored the 15-percent in-
crease. My belief is that the added cost
put onto the bill yesterday would bring
the cost up to 20 percent,

The question is, shall I vote against
the whole item because I am in disagree-
ment with what happened yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield 1 minute on the bill to the Sena-
tor from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have
concluded to vote for the bill anticipating
that the House conferees will stand
firmly by what they proposed and will
strike from the bill all of the increases
that they were added yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired, and under the previ-

November 22, 1967

ous unanimous-consent agreement,
the senior Senator from Illinois is now
recognized.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, at this
juncture I would like to ask the distin-
guished majority leader about the sched-
ule so far as the balance of the week, if
any, but more particularly so far as next
week is concerned.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
the intention of the leadership, at the
conclusion of the vote on the social
security legislation, to lay before the
Senate S. 2147, the meat inspection bill,
which will be the first order of business
on Monday, and on which very likely
there will be a rollcall vote. That will be
followed by the naval vessel loans bill,
H.R. 6167. It is my understanding that
there may be a rollcall vote on an amend-
ment to that bill.

Then it is anticipated that the Senate
will take up the ecivilian pay raise and
postal rate bill, on which there will be
a rollcall vote, I am quite sure. That
would occur very likely on Tuesday. The
military pay raise bill will immediately
follow and on that measure there will be
a rolleall vote followed by the U.N. reso-
lution pertaining to Vietnam, on which
there will be a rolleall vote: foreign aid
appropriations, on which there may be a
rollcall vote. The elementary and sec-
ondary education bill will be called up
later that week, though its precise sched-
uling is not definitive as yet; and, if time
permits, other items on the calendar or
reported from committee next week, will
be considered.

To repeat, Mr. President: For the in-
formation of the Senate, very likely
there will be rollcall votes on Monday,
there will be important legislation all
next week; and this colloquy has been
conducted for the purpose of informing
the Senate of what the actual situation
may well be.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD., I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Can the distinguished
majority leader give us an idea of what
time the rollcall vote might occur on
Monday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have tried to
keep in mind the peculiar situation that
confronts the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. My guess is that with the number
of Senators who may wish to speak on
the meat inspection bill, the vote would
not come before 3 o’clock.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Montana request that
rule 12 be suspended?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Can the majority leader
advise me whether or not he believes
it is probable that we can get to the ele-
mentary-secondary education bill either
on Wednesday, November 29, or Thurs-
day, November 30, or Friday, Decem-
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ber 1? What I am seeking to learn is
whether or not we are going to plan to
take it up next week or whether it will go
over to the week of December 4.

Mr. MANSFIELD. My guess at the
moment is that the earliest possible time
would be Friday the first, or early the
next week. I will discuss the matter with
the Senator from Oregon in the mean-
time,

Mr. MORSE. I thank the majority
leader.

AUTHORITY FOR DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA COMMITTEE AND OTHER
COMMITTEES TO FILE REPORTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the District of Columbia, and other
committees, be authorized to file reports
until midnight tonight during the ad-
journment of the Senate, with individ-
ual, supplemental, and minority views.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12080) to amend the
Social Security Act to provide an in-
crease in benefits under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system,
to provide benefits for additional cate-
gories of individuals, to improve the pub-
lic assistance program and programs re-
lating to the welfare and health of chil-
dren, and for other purposes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
Senators have been most cooperative in
limiting themselves on the debate so
we could reach final passage on this bill.
However, certain commitments have
been made on this side of the aisle—and
perhaps on the other side of the aisle—
that have not been kept, and I ask unani-
mous consent that 4 additional minutes
be accorded to the manager of the bill
and to the minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Reserving the
right to object, I understood that we had
an agreement to vote at 11 oclock.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have re-
quested 4 additional minutes on each
side.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Will it be 4
minutes and 4 minutes and 4 minutes?

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
the bill which the Senate will pass this
morning will directly affect the lives of
more people than any legislation we have
acted on this year, or are likely to act
on next year. We are providing a very
substantial benefit increase for the one
out of nine Americans who depend upon
their social security check each month.
We are making hundreds of thousands of
people eligible for social security benefits
by reducing retirement age to 60 and by
‘protecting disabled widows and widow-

CXIII—2118—Part 25

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ers. We are making several improvements
in the coverage provisions of the pro-
gram, and we are making many other
changes designed to improve and sim-
plify the social security program, includ-
ing the medicare provisions.

Perhaps the most significant provisions
in the bill, however, are those which
would set us on a new road for dealing
with the problems in the public assist-
ance programs. The work-incentive pro-
gram which this bill would establish will,
I believe, turn out to be the most far-
reaching and significant part of the bill
we approve today.

I urge that the welfare workers who
serve the recipients under the AFDC pro-
gram examine these provisions in detail
and make every effort to implement them
for the benefit of all people dependent
upon the AFDC program, but most
especially for the children in those
families.

The bill will restore fiscal responsi-
bility to the medicaid program. It will
also provide many important improve-
ments in the way care under that pro-
gram is delivered and financed. I believe
that many older people who must spend
their days in the Nation’s nursing homes
will find their lot much improved as these
provisions take effect.

We have made important improve-
ments in the child welfare provisions
of the law—increasing Federal responsi-
bility in this area with special em=-
phasis on day care and foster care of
minor children.

We are improving the child health pro-
visions of present law, putting more em-
phasis on the State role in this program,
and assuring that the poor would also
have family planning services available
to them. In terms of money alone, this is
a monumental bill. It will provide bene-
fits and services which will total about
$6.7 billion in a full year of operation.
The great bulk of these benefits will be
financed out of our social security and
medicare trust funds. Some will be fi-
nanced out of general revenue. When I
made my opening statement on the
Finance Committee bill on November 15,
I stated:

All in all, this bill must rank with the
greatest of the soclal security bills ever placed
before the Senate, It proves once again that
the Social Security Act is dynamic legisla-
tion geared responsibly to its clients—the
people of the United States.

Mr. President, that statement is equally
true of the bill we vote upon today.
Senaftors have conducted themselves re-
sponsibly and with great humanity in the
consideration of the many amendments
offered to the bill. We take to conference
a bill which we all can be proud of. I am
hopeful we will be able to prevail on many
of the new ideas which we have brought
forth in this legislation.

I would like to take just a moment to
advise the Senate of the cost of the bill
we are acting on. The Senate added bene~
fits totaling over $1 billion in the first
full year of operation. This is in addition
to the benefits provided under the bill we
reported from the Committee on Finance.
Of this $700 million is attributable to the
old-age survivors disability and hospital
insurance program, and a large part of
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the $700 million relates to the Bayh
amendment which would increase the
earnings exemption for retired workers
to $2,400 per year.

We added $60 million of foster care to
the bill. By requiring States to have wel-
fare programs for their unemployed par-
ents we increased the Federal commit-
ment under the welfare program by an
additional $60 million a year.

The Prouty amendment, to prevent
veterans from losing their veterans bene-
fits because of the social security in-
creases, adds another $90 million to the
cost.

Finally, the amendment providing
more generous tax benefits for aged per-
sons who incur medical expenses added
another $110 million.

Whereas, the bill reported by the com-
mittee provided new benefits, totaling
$5.6 billion in the first full year of opera-
tion, the bill as it now stands involves
nearly $6.7 billion.

If one looks at the 1969 impact of our
bill rather than the first-full-year im-
pact, he will find that the total cost of
the new benefits provided by the Senate
bill exceed $7.2 billion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a memorandum reflecting the
costs of various provisions the Senate
added to the committee bill and a table
comparing the trust fund contribution
income and benefit outgo of the House
bill and the Senate bill with the existing
law be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD,

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrb, as follows:

MEMORANDUM

NOVEMBER 22, 1967,
From: Robert J. Myers, Chief Actuary, So-
cial Security Administration,
Subject: Summary of cost effects of social
;ecurity amendments adopted on Senate
oor,

This memorandum will summarize the cost
effects of the amendments to the Social Se-
curity program that were adopted on the
Senate floor during the debate on H.R. 12080.
The cost changes will be given in relation to
the cost of the Finance Committee Bill.

A. AMENDMENTS TO OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND
DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM

The following amendments were adopted
that have a significant cost effect:

(1) Nelson Amendment. Mother's and
wife’s benefits would continue after the last
eligible child has attained age 18 (or is dis-
abled) if such child is in secondary school.
The estimated level-cost of this amendment
is .01% of taxable payroll. The increased
benefit outgo as a result of this change 1s
estimated at $20 millilon in 1968 and 840
million in 1969.

(2) Hartke Amendment. This amendment
modifies the original amendment of Senator
Hartke that provides special disability bene-
fits for persons who meet the definition of
industrial blindness. The modification per-
mits payment of these benefits even though
the Individual engages in substantial em-
ployment, The long-range level-cost of the
program is increased by .01% of taxable pay-
roll as a result of this amendment. There is
no cost effect for 1968 because the eflective
date is December 1868. Benefit outgo for 1969
would be increased by about $15 million by
this change.

(8) Bayh Amendment, This amendment
increases, effective for 1968, the annual ex-
empt amount in the earnings (or retire-
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ment) test to $2,400 (as compared with the
figures of $1,680 in 1868 and $2,000 in 1969
and after in the Finance Committee Bill). A
corresponding change would be made in the
monthly test; the “1-for-2" band would be
retained at $1,200 above the annual exempt
amount. The long-range cost would be in-
creased by .17% of taxable payroll. The in-
creased benefit outgo in 1968 is estimated at
about $600 million, while the corresponding
for 1969 is about $450 million.

(4) Metcalf Amendment, This amendment
eliminated the more detailed definition of
disability contained in the Finance Commit-
tee Bill, including the special definition for
the newly-added disabled widow’'s benefits,
No increase In cost 1s included for this
change, although it is recognized that there
is a much greater likelihood that the experi-
ence actually developing will exceed the in-
termediate-cost estimate, especlally as to
disabled widow’s benefits.

Summarizing the long-range cost effects,
the increased level-cost is .19% of taxable
payroll. When this is added to the actuarial
balance of —.10% of taxable payroll for the
system as it would be modified by the Finance
Committee Bill, the result is an actuarial
balance of —.29% of taxable payroll. This is
well beyond the limit of —.10% of taxable
payroll that has been established as a meas-
urement of actuarial soundness.

B. AMENDMENTS TO HOSPITAL INSURANCE
SYSTEM

The only amendment adopted that has a
significant cost effect is that proposed by
Senator Miller. This amendment, effective
July 1, 1968, would provide for relmburse-
ment to hospitals and extended care facili-
tles to be on the basis of average per diem
costs for persons of all ages (rather than
on the basis of actual costs for beneficiaries
aged 66 and over). In addition, the legisla-
tive history indicated the present 2% in-
crease-factor for otherwise unrecognized
costs (114% for proprietary institutions)
would be discontinued. The net cost effect
is an increase in the estimated level-cost of
the program amounting to .07% of taxable
payroll. In 1968, the increased cost would be
about $100 million with respect to insured
persons and $15 million with respect to non-
insured persons, while in 1960 the corre-
sponding figures are $220 million and $30
million, respectively.

The actuarial balance of the HI system
under the Senate Finance Committee Bill
was estimated at +4.11% of taxable payroll.
Accordingly, the actuarial balance of the HI
program as it would be under the Senate-
approved bill would be +.04% of taxable
payroll, and so the system would be in an
actuarially-sound position.

C. AMENDMENTS TO SUPPLEMENTARY MEDICAL
INSURANCE SYSTEM

No amendments were adopted that would
have a significant cost effect.

D. OASBDHI INCOME-OUTGO DATA FOR 1968-69

The following table compares the contri-
bution income and benefit outgo for the
combined OASDI and HI systems (both of
which are financed by payroll taxes) for
1968 and 1969 (in billions) :

Calendar  Contribution Benefit Excess of
year income outgo Income over
outgo
1968 §31.2 $29.7 $1.5
1969 36.3 33.4 2.9

ROBERT J. MYERS.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I com=-
mend the Senator from Louisiana for
the manner in which he has handled this
bill,

I had hoped very much that I could
support a social security bill and that
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I could support the present one. I would
support it, except that, as I understand,
the House bill provides for $3.2 billion,
the Senate committee bill provides, in
round numbers, for $6.3 billion, and the
bill as amended on the Senate floor
provides for $7.8 billion.

Furthermore, Mr. President, no one
has a calculation that is considered to
be accurate or nearly accurate with ref-
erence to the items which have been
added to the bill on the Senate floor.
The Senate has a duty to retired people,
present and future, to protect the retire-
ment system and keep it sound.

I believe that if this situation con-
tinues, those who look forward to their
retirement benefits, those who will re-
tire 20 years from now, may have a sore
disappointment, because the funds will
not be there.

I believe we should stop, look, and lis-
ten again, before we pass this bill. If it
does pass, I hope that a bill will come
back from the commititee on conference
which I can support, one that in my
view would be far better for the bene-
ficiaries and for the country, and one
that is sound in fiscal responsibility and
integrity. If such a bill is presented by
the Senate conferees, I shall certainly
support it.

Under the circumstances, I am com-
pelled to oppose the bill in its present
form.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
instead of repeating what the Senator
from Mississippi has said, I should like
to associate myself with his expression.

We are on a most dangerous and dis-
astrous course, if we continue with this
irresponsible addition, as we did yes-
terday, adding $1 billion fo the bill.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr, President, this is
an historical occasion. The bill upon
which we are about to vote provides the
largest increase in social security bene-
fits since the inception of the system. It
provides new and better directions in our
welfare programs. It will help children of
America, the old, the aged, and the dis-
abled.

It provides new directions in bringing
dignity to the poor, the destitute, and the
unemployed.

I want at this time to compliment the
chairman of the Finance Committee for
his brilliant handling of this bill, both in
committee and on the Senate floor.

It is not only one of the most impor-
tant bills the Senate has considered, it is
easily the most complex. Under the guid-
ance and leadership of Chairman Lowg,
the Senate has considered and adopted
over 100 amendments to the House-
passed bill. Throughout its consideration,
he has shown great understanding, pa-
tience, and consideration. This social se-
glurity bill is, indeed, landmark legisla-

on.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
compelled to vote against the pending
bill, H.R. 12080, on final passage. The bill,
in its present form, is unreasonable and
unacceptable from many viewpoints. I
want to discuss the major problem, as I
see it, with the bill as it now stands.
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My primary concern with the bill is
that it is an attempt to do too much in
one fell swoop with apparently little or
no regard for the long-range con-
sequences of what is proposed. Certainly,
every Member of the Senate is well aware
of the need to increase social security
benefits to offset the steadily declining
purchasing power of the dollar. I strongly
favor an increase in social security bene-
fits and was pleased to vote for the level
of increases that was contained in the
bill as it was passed by the House of
Representatives.

Everyone must also be aware of the fact
that when benefits are increased, taxes
must be increased to pay for the increased
benefits. I support the step increases in
taxes proposed in the House version of
the bill. It is this particular difference in
the two versions of the bill that causes me
to oppose the measure as it is now pend-
ing for final passage. Both the benefit in-
creases and tax inereases proposed in the
bill as it was adopted by the House of
Representatives are more realistic and
provide more flexibility for later improve-
ments, financed by the present method,
than the pending version. I am not con-
tending that there will not be increases
in social security benefits in the fufure
if the pending version of the bill is
adopted. I am saying that when benefits
are increased in the future, as we all
know they will be, it will be exceedingly
difficult to finance the increases other
than out of general revenues. When
normal old-age, survivors, and disability
benefits are once financed out of general
revenues, the character of the social se-
curity system will have been forever de-
stroyed. It will then be impossible to re-
sist further attempts to expand benefits
and to finance them out of general reve-
nues rather than out of the trust fund es-
tablished for the purpose.

H.R. 12080, as it is now drafted, in-
creases both the tax rate and the wage
base to the maximum which most experts
consider feasible for such a regressive tax
as this one unquestionably is. Under the
present law the wage base—the maxi-
mum amount of wages or self-employed
earnings subject to the tax—remains at
$6,600 a year., Under present law the
employee tax rate will ultimately go up
to 4.9 percent in 1969, to 5.4 percent in
1973, to 5.45 percent in 1976, to 5.55 per-
cent in 1980, and to 5.65 percent in 1987,

Under H.R. 12080, as passed by the
House of Representatives, the tax rate is
increased over the present law. Under
the House bill, the employee rate is
increased to 4.8 percent for 1969, to 5.2
percent for 1971, to 5.65 percent in 1973
to 5.7 percent in 1976, to 5.8 percent in
1980, and to 5.9 percent in 1987. The wage
base is increased to $7,600 for 1968 and
thereafter.

Under the bill now pending before the
Senate, the tax rate will be the same as
the House-passed bill up to 1980 but the
wage base is greatly increased. The wage
base will be $8,000 in 1968, $8,800 in
1969, and $10,800 in 1972.

Under existing law the maximum in
employee tax which will be reached in
1987 amounts to $372.90 annually. Under
the provisions of H.R. 12080, as passed by
the House, the maximum employee tax ,
which will be reached in 1987 amounts
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to $448.40, and the maximum employee
tax under the Senate version of the bill,
which will be reached in 1980, amounts
to $626.40. Similar burdens are carried
by employers, and a proportionate in-
crease will follow upon the self-employed.

It is obvious, then, that under the ver-
sion of this bill, as it is pending before
the Senate now, the saturation point has
been reached insofar as the possibility of
increasing taxes to finance future benefit
increases are concerned. I am concerned
that the only alternative will be to
finance future benefit increases out of
general revenue.

In addition to this point, I am con-
cerned that this bill goes a long way to-
ward overloading the social security sys-
tem to the point that the benefits that
future generations will be entitled to will
be placed in jeopardy. The first concern
of Congress must be to protect the sol-
vency of the social security fund so that
the thousands who retired each year will
have no concern about their benefits be-
ing paid when due.

Mr. President, the Greenville News of
Greenville, S.C., published an outstand-
ing editorial on this bill in its edition of
Wednesday, November 15. I ask unani-
mous consent that this editorial, entitled
“Senate Social Security Bill Is Big
Fraud,” be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp at the conclusion of these re-
marks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SENATE SOCIAL SECURITY BirL Is Bic FrAUD

The Senate gets to work this week on the
expanded Soclal Security bill, which its Fi-
nance Committee has turned into a mon-
strous vote-buying fraud.

As reported out with amendments by the
Committee, the bill would provide huge in-
creases In Soclal Security payments to el-
derly people early next year. The equally-
large or larger tax increases necessary to
finance the benefits won't take effect, how-
ever, until just after the national elections
next November.

The Democrats who control the Senate by a
whopping margin can be expected to ram this
bill through without major changes. Since
it has the endorsement of the Johnson ad-
ministration, it probably will prevail in the
conference committee named to Ilron out
differences between it and the more honest
House bill.

There are many things wrong with the Sen-
ate bill. The chief thing is the political im-
morality involved in its fraudulent nature.
The fraud works like this:

Approximately 24,000,000 elderly people
will get Social Security increases almost im-
mediately. The Senate bill's increases are
higher than those voted by the House. Thus
the 24,000,000 beneficiaries naturally can be
expected to favor the incumbent administra~
tion, Congressmen and Senators with their
votes next November, After all, who votes
against Santa Claus?

Those who must pay for the increased
benefits, the millions of workers and busi-
nesses, won't feel the bite in their paychecks
and profits, however, until after the voting
is over. But then they will get it full force,
and will continue getting it, heavier and
heavier, for the next five years.

The Senate bill will drastically raise the
Boclal Security tax on most workers and all
employers by raising the taxable base. It is
now $6,600 a year. It will go to $8,000 next
year—with most workers not feeling the in-
creased tax scale until after the election.
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Then in 1069 the tax base will jump to
$8,800. In 1974 it will go to $10,800.

Meanwhile, the tax rate on those earned
dollars will rise gradually from the present
4.4 per cent on both worker and employer
to 5.65 per cent on each by 1974.

In terms of dollars and cents, the maxi-
mums on both workers and employers will
rise from the present $290.40 a year to $352
next year, $42240 in 1969 and #610.20 in
1974. The latter figure is more than double
the present maximum rate.

The Senate bill is the biggest and costliest
Social Security increase in history—with tre-
mendous built-in inflationary pressures. In-
evitably it will cause two things:

—Increased prices resulting from increased
costs, thus wiping out the “gains™ for the
elderly “beneficiaries” of Bocial Security.

—Further hardship on marginal or un-
skilled workers, who will lose jobs as busi-
nesses and industries lay them off in frantic
efforts to cut costs. This alarming trend al-
ready has been noted as a result of raising
the minimum wage scales. The Social Secu-~
rity employment tax increase will speed it
drastically, and may cause more poverty
than it cures,

In addition the loss of “take-home’ pay by
millions of productive workers is another
blow to the stability of the American middle
class, or working class, which already is
carrying an unjustly large part of the tax
burden. Coupled with the administration’s
proposed income tax surcharge, it could be
a financial disaster for many families already
having to borrow money to meet rising costs
of feeding, housing, clothing and educating
their children.

Going beyond the hardships imposed on
taxpayers, the Senate bill moves the Soclal
Becurity system still closer to the danger of
overloading, Sound fiscal experts long have
been pointing out that costly “benefits” can
make the system so burdensome it will col-
lapse. Now even some liberal spenders are
coming around to this view.

One of them, Wilbur Cohen, regarded as
the “architect” of Social Security and an
exponent of many Great Soclety programs,
expressed some alarm about this in congres-
sional hearings some months ago.

He is coming around to the view that soon
the Social Securlty system must be divorced
from the employment tax structure and
financed, either partially or completely, by
general tax funds, This, of course, would
cost as much, or more, and would end the
already-discredited illusion that Social Se-
curity is a form of insurance and that work-
ers have vested interests in it.

A great many workers will discover in the
months and years ahead that thelr “vested
interests” in Social Securlty exist only at the
whim of Congress—and that there are “vested
liabilities” as well.

The Senate bill is clear proof that the pol-
iticlans still regard the average Amerlcan
worker and taxpayer as an uninformed
“sucker” who can be fooled by a policy of
giving benefits now and taxing them later
to pay for it.

It will be interesting to see how Individual
Senators debate the issue and how they vote
on the important tax angles involved in this
measure. It will be interesting to see, too,
whether the taxpayers will wake up when
their Social Security deductions, from which
many of them will never benefit, just about
equal their federal income taxes, before im-
position of the surtax anyway.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
wholeheartedly support H.R. 12080, the
Social Security Amendments of 1967.
This bill will be a major landmark in the
30-year history of social security legis-
lation. Over 95 million insured Amer-
ican workers support this program with
their contributions, and more than 23
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million aged, disabled, widowed, and
orphaned Americans depend on their
social security benefits for the very
essentials of their existence. This bill
clearly states to them that we are aware
of the need to keep this vital and basic
program of the American people up to
date in its provisions and effectiveness.

Since the last benefit increase, there
has been a drastic erosion of the pur-
chasing power of benefits. This bill will
do more than simply restore that erosion.
H.R. 12080 takes a firm step toward mov-
ing the Nation’s basic program for in-
come maintenance closer to the level re-
quired in the growing economy of our
Very prosperous country.

As the wealth of our country has in-
creased, the plight of our elderly has
worsened. Many of our older citizens are
retiring each year—and many are forced
to retire because of their age—into a
state of poverty for the remainder of
their lives. Estimates of the number of
elderly poor are as high as 7 million
persons.

One large reason for this is the cur-
rent inadequacy of our social security
program, Over half of the persons re-
tired depend solely on social security
benefits, and they are the major source
of income for the vast majority of the
other half. Those benefits last year
averaged $84 a month for each individ-
ual—barely $1,000 for a person to live
on for a year. In my own State, which
as a low wage State has penalized its fine
workers, the benefits averaged $64.31
each month, or only $770 per year.

Increased benefits are our greatest
immediate need. That one measure can
affect more people who are impoverished
than any other piece of legislation we
have passed. The benefits in this new bill
would raise 2.1 million persons out of the
definition of poor into a status where
they would have a chance to keep their
self-respect. And these recipients have
earned that right because the contribu-
tions from the salaries they have earned
have financed their benefits.

These increased benefits would also
lessen the general welfare burden. Social
security benefits have been so meager
that many recipients must depend on
old-age assistance. These new benefits
will take 200,000 persons off of those
rolls. The new minimum level for benefits
will still be only $70 a month. No rich
gravy will drip from a recipients lips
on $840 a year, This raise is certainly not
an unjustified cost.

Even in my home area of east Texas,
where the living is easier and the prices
lower than in many parts of our Nation,
there will not be any turkey and dressing
for the old folks tomorrow.

These are hard-working people who
retired from a productive and useful job,
or laid down their plows, to take a well-
earned rest; instead, they find them-
selves living the bleakest sort of shoe-
string existence. These old people will not
enjoy Thanksgiving tomorrow—with fine
hams, a fat turkey, lots of good fruit
cake and pie and all the trimmings—
thousands of men and women over 65 in
my State are going to dine on corn
bread, and beans, and rice and chicken
necks. These are some of the finest men
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and women to inhabit the earth, but
what have they got to be thankful for if
we turn our backs on them? We must
approve this bill, and we must do all in
our power to see that our view prevails
in conference committee meetings, with
Members of the House. I would hate to
have to eat for a month on the present
minimum level of $44, much less feed a
family, pay rent, buy clothes, and pay
drug bills.

Our system can certainly support such
an increase, for it is fiscally sound. There
has been a great deal of misunderstand-
ing about the actuarial soundness of so-
cial security. Our elderly citizens have
been caused unneeded apprehension by
misrepresentations in scare articles that
periodically appear in magazines. For
example, the National Council of Senior
Citizens informed me that an article in
the October Reader’s Digest caused great
and unnecessary alarm.

But the facts are clear. The system,
under the present law, will provide an
estimated surplus of revenue over bene-
fits of $4.1 billion for 1968. No one need
fear that he will not receive his full
benefits, or that our system cannot with-
stand this new expansion.

The system would be sounder with an
eventual and gradual change to general
revenue financing. The tax on payrolls
has been so regressive that many of our
low-income workers pay more now in
social security taxes than they do in in-
come taxes. And as we provide neces-
sary benefits to those who cannot con-
tribute through payroll deductions—
for example, the blind and the disabled—
general revenue financing becomes a far
more equitable means of raising revenue.
To establish a really solid floor of pro-
tection for our elderly citizens we need
to be fair to our productive employees
and share the responsibility for finance
through general revenue.

But as long as we continue to finance
through payroll deductions, a provision
was needed to increase the earnings and
contributions base. A level of $10,800
would mean that easily 90 percent of our
employees would receive benefits based
on everything they earn. When social se-
curity was initiated, this was intended,
but the growth in workers’ incomes has
left a severe gap in comprehensiveness
that must be closed. This provision would
mean, for a man of 50, an increase of at
least 40 percent in his benefits by the
time he retires.

A cost-of-living provision would also
add to the soundness of the system by
protecting recipients against inflation.
The last two increases in benefits that
were enacted barely kept our elderly on
even ground. When they must live out
their lives dependent on social security
payments, they can be irreparably crip-
pled by a loss of purchasing power due
to inflation. With a built-in cost-of-liv-
ing provision, the benefits would respond
to increases shown in the Consumer Price
Index.

The raise in minimum benefits will
help all those who are affected by social
security or old-age assistance. They were
needed to keep our system of social se-
curity true to its purpose and responsible
to our citizens who ask only that they be
able to live out their lives in self-respect.
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This significant new bill also includes
several amendments relating to public
assistance which are a substantial con-
tribution. Coercive aspects have been
struck from the House version, particu-
larly as they relate to unemployed moth-
ers, and fathers of dependent children.
Schemes for compulsion are not a con-
structive prospect for public assistance
and were rightly struck. Punitive provi-
sions would have been used by many to
degrade and demean recipients.

More important, they would continue
to weaken our family strength in Amer-
ica. Before these amendments, provisions
would have punished unemployed fath-
ers who wanted to live with their fam-
ilies, and would have penalized mothers
who wanted to care for their children
rather than work. Under this bill, em-
ployment, where it is desirable, would be
encouraged through positive training
programs and work incentives, not com-
pelled through force.

Another provision added by the Sen-
ate would provide a constructive means
by which welfare recipients can be given
needed employment, thus enabling them
to get off the welfare rolls. We all know
of the critical shortage of social workers
and others needed to provide vital serv-
ices to the poor. We also realize the
quantity of services needed. By hiring
welfare recipients as subprofessional
aides to work on their own problems, we
increase the number of persons provid-
ing services; we increase the quantity of
services provided; we utilize persons who
will be most sensitive and responsive to
the psychology of the poor; we enable the
unemployed to learn a highly trans-
ferrable skill; and we provide a construc-
tive and honorable encouragement to
many currently on welfare to seek em-
ployment.

My enthusiasm for the improvements
in social security that would be made by
H.R. 12080 is quite obvious. Without de-
tracting from the great value of the bill
or from my enthusiasm for it, I would
point: out that one provision needed
under the social security laws is again
omitted from the bill. A large group of
workers who need to benefit more fully
from the social security improvements in
the bill are our farm employees.

Many farmworkers have only short-
term employment, scattered among sev-
eral farms, and, because they get rela-
tively low pay, their earnings are not
creditable under social security. This
happens because the amount earned
from any one employer is not enough to
meet the farmworker coverage test in
present law. We will eventually correct
this deficiency. g

In summary, the bill provides vitally
needed increases in benefits to our retired
citizens., And it does it in a way to in-
sure continued fiscal soundness and re-
sponsibility. The system provides that
those on welfare will not be degraded or
demeaned and, in fact, this bill will take
many persons out of the definition of
poverty and off the old-age assistance
rolls. The result of this bill will be that
our elderly citizens, who have contrib-
uted so much as wage earners and pro-
ductive citizens, will be given a better
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chance to live out their retired years
with a fair measure of dignity and self-
respect.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr.
President, this bill is landmark legisla-
tion. The increase in social security bene-
fits, the largest ever voted, will immedi-
ately raise more than 1.5 million senior
citizens above poverty level, for the first
time, It will mean that more than 200,000
seniors will be taken off the public as-
sistance rolls.

But the raised benefits and broadened
coverage of this bill do more than change
the lives of the poorest of our senior
citizens. The bill will also have an im-
mediate effect on the lives of millions
of other Americans—as there are now
23 million Americans receiving benefits
under the various provisions of the Social
Security Act. As examples, 92 out of
every 100 people now reaching age 65
have retirement protection; 87 out of
every 100 persons age 25-64 have dis-
ability protection; and 95 out of every 100
children and their mothers have survivor
protection.

As an example of the wide-ranging
nature of the benefit increases, under
present law a retired couple’s social secu-
rity benefits, if the average monthly
earnings had been $450, is $219. The Sen-
ate bill would raise this monthly benefit
to $251.90. It would increase the mini-
;ﬁt{:)m benefit, for a couple, from $66 to

B.

Just as the bill has great importance
for all Americans, it has importance to
those citizens of Massachusetts who re-
ceive benefits under the various provi-
sions of the Social Security Act. The
statistics on the number of recipients in
Massachusetts give some idea of how
great the involvement of social security
is in the lives of the people of Massachu-
setts: 49,700 people receive old-age as-
sistance; 2,300 people receive aid for the
blind; 13,300 individuals receive aid for
the permanently and totally disabled;
31,900 families with 90,000 children re-
ceive ald to families with dependent
children; 650 families with 2,500 children
receive aid to familles with dependent
children because one or more of the par-
ents were unemployed; 16,800 individuals
receive general assistance; and 2,623 in-
dividuals receive work experience and
training, which means a great reduction
in public assistance expenditures.

I would point out that these figures
reflected the status of the programs in
May of 1967, but that they are accurate
reflections of the extent of overall ac-
tivity today.

There are a number of provisions in
this bill about which I am particularly
pleased. One of these is in section 243c,
which requires that States establish pro-
grams for licensing the administrators
of nursing homes if they are to receive
title 19 medicaid assistance. This amend-
ment is an outgrowth of a bill I intro-
duced in the 89th Congress, which was
the result of extensive investigations we
in the Senate Special Committee on
Aging made in 1965. In those hearings, we
uncovered many abuses in the field; we
also learned that the vast majority of
the nursing home industry is responsible
and concerned. The amendment which
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appears as section 243c was worked out
in consultations between myself, the
American Nursing Home Association, and
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. It is a major step forward
in our fight to bring the highest quality
of medical care to all our citizens.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Federal, State, and Community Services
of the Speecial Committee on Aging, I am
especially interested in another of the
provisions of the bill, one which has not
received as much attention as some of
the other provisions. It is section 212,
which begins at line 20, page 302. This
section would permit the purchase of
such services as homemaker or rehabili-
tation services for elderly recipients of
public assistance,

The need for such an amendment to
our welfare statutes was indicated in a
study and hearing conducted by the
Services Subcommittee in late 1965 and
early 1966. We found that one impedi-
ment to the development of services
needed by older public assistance recipi-
ents was the prohibition in the Public
Welfare Amendments of 1962 against
the purchase of certain services, such
as homemaker services, from nongov-
ernmental sources. We found that, con-
sequently, the State or local welfare
agency that wishes to provide a particu-
lar type of service to its elderly public
assistance clients must either purchase
the service from another Government
agency, or create its own organization for
doing so, even though there is already in
existence a competent nongovernmental
organization which is rendering the
service for a charge.

Where there are insufficient numbers
of clients needing such a service to make
a public service agency economically
feasible, this can mean that the welfare
agency must face the dilemmas of either
refusing to provide the service, no matter
how much it might be needed, or provid-
ing it at an exorbitant cost.

To solve this problem, our subcommit-
tee recommended that public welfare
agencies be permitted to purchase serv-
ices from private service organizations,
when it is most efficient and economical
to do so. It is a source of great personal
satisfaction to me to see in the bil a pro-
vision which would accomplish this de-
sirable objective. If it becomes law, it will
enable our State and local welfare agen-
cies to render more and better services to
'ch:t elderly on public assistance at less
cost.

Another amendment, which appears
as section 124a, would permit the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to terminate the social security coverage
of employees of the Massachusetts Turn-
pike Authority at the end of any calendar
quarter following the filing of notice as
required by section 218(g) (i) of the So-
cial Security Act.

This amendment to existing law is the
product of amendment No. 423, which I
introduced on October 25, 1967, and cer-
tain changes suggested during consulta-
tions among representatives of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the Finance
Committee staff, and myself. It is very
important to the 950 employees of the
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, and
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for that reason I was glad to introduce it
when it became apparent that only legis-
lation could bring the benefits of the new
State retirement system to these em-
ployees without imposing a harsh double
payroll tax on them for 2 years,

The three provisions I have just men-
tioned were included in the committee
bill. Yesterday, I introduced an amend-
ment on the floor, a modified version
of my amendment No. 459, which was
accepted by the Senate. It would re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to carry
out a year-long study of the feasibility
of family and child allowances, reporting
back to the President and the Congress
on January 15, 1969, This can be a very
important study for the future of Amer-
ican society, and I sincerely hope that
the House conferees will accept it.

Let me close by saying how pleased I
am that the Senate has so overwhelm-
ingly accepted the increases provided in
this bill. We are a country of uncounted
wealth, and we should simply not tol-
erate those among us who are too old,
too young, or too weak, having to live
their lives in want and despair. This
social security bill is one way their lives
can be improved, and I think it is a pro-
found step forward.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the measure
we will pass here today in the Senate
is indeed landmark legislation. The im-
provements it makes in the social secu-
rity system are the most far reaching
and realistic we have adopted in many
years. The bill fully recognizes the
exigencies of the times in which we
live, and comes closer to meeting the
needs of our elderly, our disabled, our
families with dependent children, and
all American citizens who must depend
on welfare, than any amendments we
have passed since the original social se-
curity bill was adopted in 1935. I com-
mend the members of the Finance Com-
mittee for the painstaking work they
have done, and for the sound and com-
prehensive measure they sent to the floor.

The amendments provide for a 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase in social
security benefits. This will mean the dif-
ference between simply existing and hav-
ing a few more of the necessities of life
to many of our elderly. There is no doubt
that the present level of social security
payments is inadequate. The cost of liv-
ing has gone up considerably since the
payment level was established, and many
of our old people are suffering. Social se-
curity payments to some are as low as
$44 a month. Many people have tried
to save during their earning years to sup-
plement their social security benefits,
but most older people have precious
little. Certainly, no one can be expected
to live on $44 a month on today’s market.
The bill we are now considering would
provide for a minimum social security
benefit of $70 a month—a small raise in
terms of dollars, but one which could
provide for a couple of extra bags of
groceries, or some urgently needed
medicine.

The committee has shown its high
level of responsibility by fully increasing
social security withholding taxes to cover
the cost of the raise in benefits, and to
keep the social security trust fund on an
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actuarily sound basis. Many people seem
to believe that the country is going into
the red to make these extra social secu-
rity payments. This, of course, is not
true. The increase in social security
taxes—a gradual increase over several
years—will fully cover the cost of the
new benefits. I am sorry there has to be
any social security tax increase at all,
but those who are working now will find
that the increases in benefits are most
welcome to them when they retire, and
will get back the money they have paid
into the system within a few years.

I am very much gratified that the level
of soclal security payments adopted by
the Finance Committee was the one I
recommended in testimony before them.
I felt that the House-recommended fig-
ure of a raise of 121, percent was not
adequate and that we could well afford
the few extra dollars which the 15-per-
cent increase would provide, I urge the
Senate conferees to stand firm for this
amount in the House-Senate conference
committee,

I am also gratified that one other
amendment which I suggested to the
committee has been adopted. That is my
amendment which deals with long-term
care, and particularly nursing home
care, provided to the aged under title
XIX of the Social Security Act. The
need for it became apparent in hearings
I have held as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Long-Term Care of the Senate
Special Committee on Aging and in
other studies done by the subcommittee.

This amendment provides increased
assistance to the elderly who must stay
in nursing homes for treatment and care.
A substantial part of the amendment
was adopted by the committee, and it
was strengthened by the inclusion of the
reasonable cost feature in the floor
amendment offered by the Senator from
Towa [Mr. Mim.Ler] and adopted during
the debate on the bill. I also urge the
Senate conferees to make every effort to
have the House agree to this amend-
ment—only time will prove how very
substantially we can use its provisions
to help our elderly sick welfare patients
who are in nursing homes, and how much
more equitably and fairly we can deal
with the nursing home proprietors who
take these elderly patients into their
care,

The measure before us has my strong
support, Mr. President, and again I com-
pliment the committee on a job well
done.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
ProuTy] who is necessarily absent, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
m REecorDp a statement prepared by

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoRD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PROUTY

Last week in my opening speech I com-
mended the Finance Committee for its ef-
forts and applauded the result of its work—
the Soclal Security Amendments of 1967.
Today I would like to reiterate my praise
for all members of the Senate Finance Com-~
mittee from both sides of the alsle who la-
bored long and diligently to produce legis-
latlon of such superior quality.
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I am particularly grateful to the distin-
guished Senator from Louislana, Mr, Long,
for his fair and bipartisan conduct of the
debate. The Senator from Louisiana while
justifiably proud of the bill his Committee
produced, was nevertheless always open to
suggestions for improving it. In fact, he
accepted several important changes, among
which was an amendment I offered allowing
veterans to benefit from Social Securlty
increases.

Mr. President, all of us in this body can
take pride in the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1967. The provisions contained in
these amendments, when enacted into law,
will alleviate hardship and suffering among
millions of older Americans. This bill will
be viewed by our senlor citizens as a re-
newed pledge of commitment to the goal
of securing adequate benefits for them dur-
ing their retirement years.

The debate over the Social Security
amendments and the amendments them-
selves are of historical importance as well
as being significant and laudable. I say this
for three reasons.

First, Mr. President, we have for the first
time in many years provided not only for
large across-the-board benefit increases, but
we have also substantially increased the
minimum base of benefits. I might point out,
Mr. President, that the inclusion of these
provisions is especlally gratifying to me since
I have advocated similar action since 1861.
In fact, the only difference between bills
which I have offered since 1864 and the
present bill is that my proposal granted ben-
eficlaries in the lower soclal security income
brackets ($100 and under) proportionately
larger Increases than those in the higher
brackets.

Second, Mr. President, the Finance Com-
mittee has demonstrated increased concern
for individuals who reached retirement age
before their occupations were covered by so-
clal security, and who, therefore, have no
soclial security coverage. The precedent for
increasing coverage toward universality by
“blanketing-in" individuals not, now eligible
for benefits was establlshed last year when
my amendment extending benefits to retired
individuals over age 72 was adopted by the
Senate. I was pleased that the Committee
not only retained these benefits but acted
to increase the amount of benefits.

Third, Mr. President, two matters of vital
importance were discussed during the course
of the debate on the Social Security Amend-
ments, I refer now to the fact that social se-
curlty is at present over-financed and to the
related issue of financing through the use
of general revenues.

In our recognition and concern over the
fact that at our present rate of taxation,
the Social Security Trust Fund is over-
financed, the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana, Mr. Long, and I stand close to-
gether. Senator Long agreed with my posi-
tion the other day when he sald:

“Our bill does not underfinance it. If we
are subject to any criticism, it would be that
of the SBenator from Vermont that we are
putting too much in; not too little.”

Using the recognized Indisputable fact that
a surplus presently exists in the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund as a starting point, I argued
that taxes need not be raised a substantial
amount in the near future. While the Senator
from Louisiana did not concur with this
aspect of my reasoning, he kindly gave me
an opportunity to enuncilate my position.

Although my amendment which would
have retalned the present rate of taxzation
and provided for financing out of general
revenues in case of defieit in the trust fund
garnered only six votes, I felt that it suc-
ceeded in another important respect. As a
result of the debate on my amendment, a
public debate on the question of partial
general revenue financing for social security
was opened.
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Some individuals have asserted and will
continue to assert that general revenue fi-
nancing would mean the destruction of the
social security system. I believe that nothing
could be further from the truth. As the dis-
tinguished Senior Senator from Delaware,
Mr, Willlams, has pointed out, we must be
prepared to pay for any soclal security bene-
fits which we enact. I for one belleve that
paying for these benefits out of general reve-
nues is, over the long run, a more equitable
and realistic method of financing. I am cer-
tain that in the years to come, more and
more Senators will come around to my way
of thinking as they did with regard to the
$70 minimum benefit.

Despite many improvements in the Soclal
Security law, all inequities have not been
removed, nor have all necessary improve-
ments been made. I was disappointed that
several of my amendments were not accepted.

Mr. President, the bill we pass today is,
I think, a very good one. Basically, it is the
fine work of the Committee on Finance, un-
der the able leadership of the Senator from
Louisiana.

The membership of that Committee cer-
tainly deserves the thanks of the American
people for having reported to the Senate such
a fine bill. Their work certainly deserves our
support.

All of us in this body will be able to take
pride in our accomplishments in the fleld of
Soclal Security if we enact this bill into law.
We can be proud that we have done some-
thing for many deserving older Ameriecans.
But, even more important, we can take pride
in the fact that through constructive action
and debate we have lald the foundation—
perhaps even built a framework for future
action.

Again, I congratulate the Finance Com-
mittee for its work and pledge my support to
the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I have just been advised that
our colleague, Senator McGoverN, of
South Dakota, will be unable to vote on
final passage of H.R. 12080, the Social
Security Amendments of 1967, because
his flight into the city this morning has
been delayed by inclement weather., He
will be announced in favor.

I think it is appropriate to make ref-
erence at this time to Senator McGov-
ERN’s diligent efforts on behalf of the bill
and a number of its specific provisions—
in particular the increase in the amount
a social security recipient may earn
without having his payments reduced.

Mr. McGovERN is author of both a sep-
arate bill and an amendment to H.R.
12080 to remove the outside earnings
limitation completely. The committee
raised it from $1,680 in the House bill—
compared to $1,500 under existing law—
to $2,000, and the Senate last night
adopted an amendment offered by Sen-
ator BayH to move it up to $2,400. The
energies and persuasive arguments that
Senator McGovery has advanced on be-
half of this change have unquestionably
been a significant factor in its ac-
complishment.

AFDC CABE OPENINGS

Mr. President, much has been sald
during the past 2 days about men being
forced to desert in order to qualify their
families for public assistance.

‘While one cannot say with assurance
that this has never happened or that it
does not happen or that it will not hap-
pen in the future, I doubt that the true
facts, nationwide, would substantiate
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that the situation is as bad as some peo-
ple maintain. The Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the District of Columbia,
of which I am chairman, annually goes
into the matter pretty thoroughly, and
insofar as the Distriet of Columbia is
concerned, the record will show that the
number of AFDC case openings based on
the absence of a parent has been steadily
going downward over the past 10 years.

For example, case openings based on
the absence of a parent—due to leaving
home and stopping or reducing support
and as a result of death or incarcera-
tion—have dropped from 52.6 percent of
the openings in 1956 to 25.6 percent in
19617.

Case openings due to absence of par-
ents—excluding death—dropped from
50.1 percent in 1956 to 24.3 percent in
1967.

The true picture, of course, is best
gleaned from the statistics based on case
openings because of the absence of a par-
ent due to his leaving home and stopping
or reducing support—with incarceration
and death excluded. These statistics have
not been kept by the Department of Wel-
fare in the District of Columbia prior to
fiscal year 1966. However, the record
shows that only 22.9 percent of the
AFDC case openings in fiscal year 1966
were based on the absence of a parent—
excluding incarceration and death—and
this figure dropped to 18.9 percent for
fiscal year 1967.

Even in those cases where the parent
absented himself by leaving home and
stopping or reducing support, it cannot
be said that all of such cases resulted
from the desire of the absent parent to
qualify his family for welfare. Many
well-thinking people ascribe the parent’s
action in absenting himself to the hu-
manitarian motive of providing for his
wife and offspring. In other words, he
is unable to get a job, and, faced with re-
strictive welfare regulations, he is forced
to leave home and fireside in order to
make his loved ones eligible for assist-
ance.

The truth of the matter is that in all
too many instances the husband or para-
mour, whichever the case may be, simply
does not want to bear the responsibility
of maintaining the woman and children,
50 he leaves them. Not all of the absent-
ing husbands and fathers are unable to
find employment. Many of them are al-
lergic to work and, as the record has
often shown, have lost good jobs repeat-
edly because of absenteeism from work.
In many situations, fairly good jobs go
begging, and there is no justification for
absenting parents not making an honest
effort to secure and hold down some of
these jobs.

I think it may be helpful, therefore,
to place in the record statistics supplied
by the District of Columbia Department
of Welfare concerning AFDC case open-
ings based on the absence of a parent
during the past decade. In this regard,
it may be well also to read into the record
a brief excerpt from a letter written by
the Frederick County, Va., Fruit Growers
Association, which was submitted to the
Senate Agriculture Committee in 1965.
The letter, in part, reads as follows:
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Our assoclation attempted to recruit in
Washington, D, C. Cards were sent to over
600 men listed as having previous agricul-
tural experience to report for interviews;
120 men came in and on finding that these
jobs were for more than a single day only 22
remained. Of these, 18 accepted bus tickets
to the job. Only 17 reported for work. By the
end of two weeks only four remained and
none completed the season.

Mr. President, Tolstol may be remem-
bered for many excellent sayings, one
of which I shall cite as being pertinent
to my subject:
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The more is given, the less the people work
for themselves. And the less they work, the
more their poverty will increase.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp the table on AFDC
case openings to which I have alluded,
that table having appeared on page 2308
of the fiscal year 1968 printed hearings
of my Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia Appropriations.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—NUMBER OF AFDC CASE OPENINGS BASED ON THE ABSENCE
OF A PARENT

Fiscal year

Percent of openings
Absence of Absence of Absence of
rent due to rent due to rent due to
d]sm hnlme vin Ilnlme ;ing holma
an pin, p and stoppin,
or reth.ﬂ:lngg or mdtfcl:g‘ or tadlgfl'ng!
support suppurt and as support and as
(excludes It of result of
Incarceration tlon dsath or
and death) (emudes death) incarceration
50.1 52.6
50,3 52.5
46.2 47.9
44,0 46.1
38.1 39.6
33.7 34.9
29.8 31.4
29.0 30.3
30.0 3.7
29.1 30.5
22.9 26.1 21.9
18.9 24.3 25.6

1 Not available.
Source: DPW research and statistics; DPW annual reports.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Pres-
ident, in the course of consideration of
this legislation (H.R. 12080), I intro-
duced two amendments (No. 412 and
No. 466) concerning the cost of medical
care. I have not asked for a rollcall vote
on either one, for reasons which I shall
explain. Nevertheless, I should like to dis-
cuss these amendments, because both
deal with a problem which is becoming
increasingly serious in our Nation: The
cost of medical care.

The debate over medicaid in Congress
this year has revealed deep and wide-
spread concern over the unexpectedly
high costs of the program. I share this
concern. We cannot be blind to the ques-
tion of cost, considering the many de-
mands that are made on the Federal
Government’s limited resources. Nor can
we be deaf to the protests of our citi-
zens against the tax increases that med-
icaid has necessitated in some areas.

But I do not share what seems to be
the view of many that the high cost of
medicaid should be dealt with merely by
drastically limiting the program. Elo-
quent testimony to the need for Govern-
ment supported medical care is provided
by the distressingly poor performance of
the United States among the nations of
the world in reducing infant mortality,
increasing life expectancy, controlling
controllable forms of cancer, and so on.
And the need has grown greater, not less:
In 1950, our infant mortality rate was
fifth lowest in the world; in 1961, we were
11th; we now rank 15th, behind all of the
industrialized nations of Europe.

Moreover I think our people agree with
me that we must have such a program;
40 States and jurisdictions containing

over two-thirds of our population have
had medical assistance plans approved
by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare under title XIX,

I believe that substantial reductions in
the cost of medicaid to the Federal Gov-
ernment and to the States and counties
can be realized by other means than lim-
iting eligibility under title XIX. My con-
viction is based on the widespread judg-
ment of students of our medical system
that that system is characterized by
grave inefficiency. In other words, the
high cost of medicaid is only an instance
of the high cost of medical care generally.

Over the last year and a half, the
charges of providers of medical services,
which have consistently increased at a
rate far steeper than the total consumer
price index, have risen more steeply still.
The figures are most striking. I am in-
formed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
that its forthcoming index for the third
quarter of 1967 will show physicians’
fees increasing to a level nearly 814 per-
cent higher than that of 1966. The re-
cent increases in hospital care costs make
even that figure pale by comparison; in
the first 9 months of this year, they
reached a level 20 percent higher than
that of 1966.

The burden that is dramatized by these
statistics is being borne by all of our
citizens, not just those whose medical ex-
penses come to our attention because we
are helping to pay them under title XIX.
If we in Congress are shaken by the doc~
tor’s bill that has ! een submitted to the
Government, so must our citizens be
ﬂ;ken by the bills that they are receiv-

'I;he question raised by these startling
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figures is whether such increases in the
cost of medical care are warranted. Can
we say—or can those responsible for
these increases say—that they are justi-
fied? Is it inevitable that the provision
of health care at current levels should
cost what it does? Will the expansion of
medical care contemplated by title XIX
entail a never-ending series of reports
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics de-
scribing 8-percent increases in doctors’
fees and 20-percent jumps in hospital
charges?

The fact is, Mr. President, that unless
we establish some limits on Federal re-
imbursement under title XIX, we will
have to contemplate just such a series of

rts.

What information we have suggests
that the cost increases we have suffered
are not justified by gains in productivity
of our medical services and institutions.
In the words of the recent report by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare on medical care prices, “at
present, hospitals have inadequate in-
centive to be efficient.” The same is true
of physicians; since they are not con-
strained by market pressures in any
great degree, they also have little incen-
tive to minimize their charges.

There is also mounting evidence that
the impact of title XVIII and title XIX
has been to accentuate existing ineffi-
ciencies, because they provide for reim-
bursement of costs—all costs, any costs.
To be sure, the statutes speak of “reason-
able cost’”; but it is an open secret that
in practice almost any costs have been
deemed reasonable costs. The lack of any
meaningful standards governing reim-
bursement has only intensified the ineffi-
ciency of a medical system in which
charges have traditionally been deter-
mined in a random way. This is not sur-
prising. Hospitals and physicians have
historically enjoyed an extraordinary
freedom from consumer and govern-
mental scrutiny, and they have not felt
impelled in the absence of such scrutiny
to devise rational pricing mechanisms.

But we are entering a new era in
medical history, in which the con-
sequences of continuing this freedom
could prove ruinous to the general pub-
lic and to the Government.

Mr. President, it is intolerable that the
expansion of these vital and humane
Federal programs should be the occasion
for a massive inflation of medical costs.
To prevent this, I offered an amendment
to title XIX requiring State medical as-
sistance plans to provide fee schedules
for both hospital and physician care.
That was amendment No. 412. It would
have assured that the spread of medicaid
does not produce a further inflation of
medical costs.

In the case of hospitals, this amend-
ment would have limited acceptable per
diem charges to the level of either the
local Blue Cross agreement or applica-
ble medicare rates, whichever is lower.
This would place a reasonable ceiling on
hospital reimbursement under medicaid.

The second part of this amendment
would have attacked the rising cost of
outpatient care. In large cities, it is in-
creasingly common for outpatient visits
to cost $20 to $30—one-third the charge
for inpatient care for a visit that may
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last only 5 minutes. This amendment
would require the State to set a ceiling
on payments for such visits, stated as a
percentage of the inpatient per diem.

The third party of the amendment
dealt with payments to physicians, den-
tists and allied professions. Its basic re-
quirement was that the fee schedules
must be based on the average level of
fees charged in the area over the 10
years previous to the adoption of the
plan, as weighted by increases in the total
consumer price index. This would have
prevented rapid increases in response to
the adoption of a plan. The standard of
customary and usual fees in use under
title XVIII has not had this restraining
effect—although it may have been in-
tended. I think we must assure, as this
provision would have demonstrated con-
tinuity between fees charged prior to the
plan’s adoption and fees charged there-
after.

Mr. President, I believe that this pro-
posed represented a major step forward
in controlling the cost of medicaid by
other means than a wholesale curtail-
ment of its benefits. However, it was not
adopted by the committee, which de-
cided instead that it would investigate
the medical cost problem in the coming
months. Such a study is badly needed.

Indeed, I had also intended to call for
the creation of a Joint Congressional
Committee on the Cost of Medieal Care.
My amendment No. 466 provided for a
12-member committee drawn from the
House and Senate to conduct a year’'s
study.

However, Senator HiiL and Senator
Lonc of Louisiana tell me that they
are also deeply concerned about the ex-
plosion in medical costs, and that their
committees intend to examine the mat-
ter in a searching way during the coming
year. Senator Rieicorr tells me that he
intends a similar inquiry in his Execu-
tive Reorganization Subcommittee.

Therefore I did not press for a rollcall
on my amendment creating a joint com-
mittee.

Mr. President, we desperately need
such a wide-ranging demanding and
imaginative investigation by the Con-
gress of the problem of medical costs. At
its recent annual meeting, the American
Public Health Association passed a reso-
lution urging the Congress to make such
an investigation. In its report, the Fi-
nance Committee expressed its intention
to review the reimbursement procedures
for medicare and medicaid. Such a re-
view is badly needed. But I hope we shall
have a far more extensive inquiry, reach-
ing the underlying question of how the
costs that we reimburse are generated.

It is my belief that a thorough inquiry
into the delivery of medical services
would show that the staggering costs in-
curred by the public generally and by
the Government in paying title XIX bills
are not inevitable. I believe it could point
the way to reforms that would permit
the extension of better, cheaper medical
care to all our citizens—including those
whose care is supported by the Govern-
ment.

For the question of costs is bound up
with the question of how medical serv-
ices are provided. Congress’ investigation
will show that it is not medical care that
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is expensive, but the system we have for
providing it.

Last Sunday, I discussed the ineffi-
ciency of our medical system in a speech
at the Albert Einstein School of Medi-
cine. Coincidentally, similar views were
expressed the next day when a report
to the President by the National Advi-
sory Commission on Medical Manpower
was released. The Commission’s report
concluded that—

Because the present system channels man.
power into inefficient . . . activities, added

numbers . . . cannot be expected to bring
much improvement.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my remarks on Sunday and
two newspaper accounts of the HEW re-
port be inserted in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. Mr. Pres-
ident, it is estimated that we are now
spending $50 billion a year for health
services. We have no idea what this
staggering sum is purchasing; we have
no idea whether the same amount of
care could be provided for less if it were
provided in a different fashion, or
whether that $50 billion could buy great-
ly improved care if the system into which
it is poured were differently constructed.
The various levels of government in this
country are contributing an ever-larger
share of this $50 billion, a revolutionary
fact in our social history, but those gov-
ernments have taken barely a single step
toward assisting the medical system to
deal with the implications of that revo-
lution. We should not be astonished if
a 19th-century system heaves and
strains under the weight of 20th-cen-
tury needs.

In my judgment we would fail to meet
the crisis in medical costs if we contented
ourselves with merely restricting eligi-
bility for medicaid, as we have done in
this legislation. If, as I believe, the cost
of medicaid has merely pointed up the
existence of a pervasive problem in our
society—if it is a symptom and not the
disease—then we are obligated to exam-
ine the root causes, and to treat the
problem at its center. If the problem is
costs, let us look at costs. Let us see if
we can control these costs so that we not
only redeem our promise to the bene-
ficiaries of medicaid but protect the
American people from an inflation they
cannot halt, in prices they cannot re-
fuse to pay. That is the task that lies
ahead.

ExHiBrr I
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 21, 1967]
Nation Is WARNED oF HEALTH CRISIS
(By Thomas O'Toole)

The Nation is in the midst of a “health
crisis,” sald a presidential commission yes-
terday—one that will worsen unless the
country undertakes a sweeping reform of
medical schools, hospitals, health insurers
and even the way doctors themselves are -
censed to practice.

The crisis we find ourselves in, sald the
National Advisory Commission on Health
Manpower, whose 15 members (elght of them
doctors) have studied the status of health
services since May, 1966, is one brought on
by a lack of leadership and an unwillingness
to change within the health establishment.
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The results, said the Commission yester-
day in a report to President Johnson, are
long wailts to see a doctor, hurried, imper-
sonal attention once the patient is seen, a
shortage of hospital beds and services, un-
even distribution of care and costs rising
sharply “from levels that already prohibit
care for some and create major financial
burdens for many more.”

To challenge this “crisis of care,” the Com-
mission recommended no fewer than 58 ma-
jor changes in the way the U.S. health care
system ls to work. And while asking for vol-
untary acceptance of its proposals, the Com-
mission nonetheless indicated they might
have to be enforced.

“Unless these changes are accomplished
more quickly than has ever been possible in
the past,” the Commission warned, “a more
serious health crisis is inevitable.”

Among its 58 curatives, the Commission
prescribed a few sure to stir controversy for
years to come:

For doctors and dentists: Back-to-school
refresher courses or periodic examinations
for renewal of their licenses to maintain their
skills and guard against malpractice and
‘“unnecessary or overly expensive tests and
treatments"” by some.

For hospitals: Financial rewards for effi-
clency and quality care sufficient enough
“to make it unprofitable for a hospital to
reduce quality and community service just
in order to lower costs.”

For health insurance organizations: En-
couragement to revise their payment proce-
dures to share savings with hospltals and
individual physicians who demonstrate medi-
cal ability.

For medical and dental schools: Incentive
grants to those who raise their output of
doctors and dentists and a denial of funds
to those who do not.

For medleal and dental students: Direct
financial ald over their course of study, in-
ternship and residency, with an option to
repay the loans over a long term or through
direct governmental service, either in the
military, Public Health Service or a Poverty
Corps for doctors.

While these last two recommendations are
clearly to increase the supply of health pro-
fessionals, the Commission insisted they were
made to meet future needs and expansion.

“The crisis at the present time,” 1t sald,
“ig not simply one of numbers,” to raise the
number of practicing doctors, dentists,
nurses and auxillary personnel. “We must
first improve the system through which
health care is provided.”

One way to improve the health care system,
recommended the Commission, would be to
draft doctors through the communities where
they work instead of through their own
home towns.

So outdated 1s the present method of
Selective Service that it has left some towns
with overnight doctor shortages, Not long
ago, a Commission member sald, Vanderbilt
University Medical School was left without
a Pathology Department, when its seven-man
staff (from seven different states) was drafted
all at once.

Perhaps the best way of upgrading the
health care system, the Commission said,
would be through what it calls a “peer re-
view"” system, certaln to be one of the most
controversial of the Commission’s proposals.

What the Commission would like to see
in the U.B. is a serles of review boards, at
the city, county and state levels, at the
hospital level, and at the health insurance
organization level.

In effect, these review boards—made up of
prominent physicians and health officials—
would demand that doctors and hospitals
account for their actions.

Besldes peer review, the Commission made
other specific recommendations to improve
the health care system. Among them:

Gradually disapprove and phase out the
Third Preference part of the Immigration
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law that each year admits 7000 new foreign
medical graduates into the U.S., where al-
most 20 per cent of all new medical licenses
given each year go to foreign-trained doc-
tors. Not only are these doctors poorly
trained by U.S. standards, claims the Com-
mission, their entry into the U.S. represents
the “worst kind of brain drain” in the world
today.

Give the highest priority to improving
health care for the poor and needy. “No
clear-cut solution for care of the disadvan-
taged has been developed,” the Commission
concluded. “We urge that experimentation
be markedly expanded with recognition of
the special problems of this segment of
the population.”

[From the New York Times, Nov. 21, 1967]

BROAD CHANGES IN MEDICAL CARE URGED FOR
NATION—PRESIDENTIAL ADVISORY PANEL
SAYS ALTERATIONS ARE VITAL IF CRisis Is
To BeE MeT—WOoULD RETEST DOCTORS—
EcoNnoMmIic INCENTIVES ASKED FOR HOSPITAL
IMPROVEMENT—PREPAID PLANS PRAISED

(By Harold M. Schmeck, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, November 20.—Baslc changes
in American medical practice and health
care were recommended today in a report
submitted to President Johnson.

Economic incentives should be offered
hospitals, the report said. Periodic re-licens-
ing of physiclans to insure competence and
quality should be considered, it said and
doctors’ performance should be reviewed
routinely by panels of their peers, Pre-paid
comprehensive health care arrangements re-
celved favorable comment,

Mr. Johnson said the report would be re-
quired reading for his Cabinet members, He
sald he hoped the document would also be
widely considered outside the Government.

The report, by the National Advisory Com-
mission on Health Manpower, said that there
was a crisis in American health care and
that vast increases in manpower and money
would be of little use unless the system itself
was changed.

COVERNMENT NOT ENOUGH

“Because the present system channels man-
power into inefficient and inappropriate
activities, added numbers by themselves can-
not be expected to bring much improve-
ment,"” the report declared.

The commission disclaimed any intention
of proposing a master Federal plan for health
care. On the contrary, it said, government
alone is not big enough to solve the problems
of health care for the American people.

In its roughly 50 recommendations the
commission stressed economic incentives to
efficient and high quality health care, with
corresponding penalties for inefficlency;
widespread use of “peer review” arrange-
ments to gauge and insure the gquality of
care, and the possibllity of requiring periodic
re-licensing of doctors to make sure their
talents and knowledge remain up to date.

If followed, the recommendations would
bring fundamental changes to thé manner
in which health care is rendered and pald for
in the United States, 4

The economic incentives for efficiency and
high quality in health care would take many
forms. One possibility worthy of being ex-
plored, the report sald, is that of giving
doctors a financial stake in the operation of
hospitals,

The commission also recommended that
health insurance plans put greater emphasis
on outpatient care to relieve the strain on
hospital facilities. At briefings on the report
today, spokesmen for the commission men-
tioned repeatedly the efficiencies achieved
by such prepald care plans as those of the
Kalser Foundation Hospitals in California.

The report stressed the view that there was
no time to be lost in making changes and
improvements in American medlcal care.
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Until the present decade the nation has
had problems to solve, sald Irwin Miller,
chairman of the commission.

“From here on out we probably have
catastrophes to prevent,” he said at a briefing
for reporters. Mr. Miller is chairman of the
board of the Cummins Engine Company, Co-
lumbus, Ind. He has headed the commission
since it was appointed by the President on
May 7, 1966.

At a presentation at the White House to-
day, Dr. Peter S. Bing, executive director of
the commission, sald the nation faced a para-
dox in that the numbers of doctors and hos-
pital beds were increasing faster than the
population, yet a crisls in medical care
loomed.

Greater demand, the Increasing complex-
ity of medical and hospital practice and the
growing tendency toward medical specializa-
tiolg produce shortages in personal care, he
sald.

In this pinch between demand and avail-
able supply of medical care, costs will rise
sharply if changes in practice are not made,
the report said.

If current practices continue, the commis-
sion estimated, health expenditures for the
nation will rise by more than 140 per cent
in the decade ending in 1975. Hospital costs
it said, will go up 250 per cent. During the
same period the general cost of living is ex-
pected to increase only about 20 per cent.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR ROBERT F. KENNEDY AT
THE YESHIVA UNIVERSITY, ALBERT EINSTEIN
CoLrLEce OF MEepicine, Bronx, N.¥Y. No-
VEMBER 19, 1967
This is a place of special meaning for me.

For at Yeshiva University the Albert Einstein

College of Medicine has begun an important

new step in its ploneering urban health pro-

gram: The Rose Fitzgerald Kennedy Center
for Research in Mental Retardation and Hu-
man Development. This Center, which will
help to salvage the lives of lost cltizens, is

a testament to your concern—concern which

has been a keystone of this great medical

school.

But I come here to offer you not congratu-
lations, but a challenge. For in New York
and across the nation, the condition of
American medical care is grave—in fact, it
is critical. We—and you—confront a grim
scene of the neglected, the 11, and the dy-
ing—the thousands, the millions of victims
of our indifference.

“If we believe that men have any per-
sonal rights at all”, Aristotle said, “then they
must have an absolute moral right to such
a measure of good health as society alone
is able to give them”.

Two years ago, the United States began a
program to provide this moral right for two
parts of our population: those over 65, and
the “medically indigent,” for whom serious
illness means financial catastrophe., We have
spent billions of dollars in these programs—
yet what they have produced is not achleve-
ment, but anxiety. For they have shown us
more vividly than ever before—that our Na-
tion's system of health care has falled to
meet the most urgent medical needs of mil-
lions of Americans.

The cost of health care in America is stag-
gering: more than 6 percent of our gross na-
tional product. And with Medicare and Med-
icaid, these costs have soared., But consider
what we have bought with these billions:

In 1950, we ranked fifth in the world in
our infant mortality rate. Today, we rank
fifteenth—below all of the industrialized na-
tions of Europe. And here in New York, dur-
ing the last decade, Infant mortality
increased—by 4 percent.

Twelve other nations have higher life ex-
pectancy rates at 60 than we do.

Fifteen other nations have higher ratios
of hospital beds to patients than we do.

Forty-three percent of our hospital care,
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according to Columbia’s School of Public
Health and Administrative Medicine, is only
poor to fair.

But these figures—and countless others—
cannot measure the full impact of our dou-
ble standard of medical care. It cannot meas-
ure the disappearance of family physician
care for poor families—and its replacement
by the emergency rooms of huge impersonal
municipal hospitals. It cannot measure the
long walits, or endless lines, for an often
indifferent examination by a doctor the pa-
tlent has never seen before, and will not
see again, It cannot measure the minor 1ill-
nesses which spawn major diseases—because
regular checkups are unknown, and contin-
uing medical care an illusion. It cannot re-
flect the children whose education is use-
less—because they are too weak to work, or
too i1l to listen.

Figures cannot measure the Indignities,
the inefficiencies, the lost lives, but they at
least tell us how much remains to be done,
beyond the spending of massive sums of
money.

Medicare has told us what we should have
known long ago. Our system of health care
in the United States 1s understaffed, over-
burdened, and as it is presently structured,
wholly inadequate to supply decent medical
attention for all Americans. This fact was
hidden from us—because those who were
elderly, those who were poor—simply did not
get a minimal amount of medical care. Now,
they are beginning to come to hospitals, and
to visit physicians. And with them has come
the knowledge that our system of health
care must change.

There is already a shortage of modern hos-
pital beds and nursing home beds. Medicare
and Medicald have only multiplied the num-
ber seeking care in these already overbur-
dened and often inefficient facilities.

The result of providing more money to
compete for the same supply of services has
been an astronomical increase In the cost
of care. Dally rates in hospitals are up over
a third in less than two years. Physiclans’
fees have risen over ten percent, 8.5 percent
in the past year alone. Hospital charges of
$100 a day will soon be a reality in New
York City.

There is no real mystery about why this
has happened. Wages are two-thirds of the
cost of running a hospital, and there was a
huge backlog of wage demands in our hos-
pitals. Nurses and other personnel had
worked too long at substandard pay, and
now there are funds to offer a more adequate
wage.

aE!gut there are other matters. Hospitals are
run essentlally as they were fifty years ago.
They have been neither forced nor even en-
couraged to innovate. Patlents are still
wheeled from one end of the hospital to the
other for surgery. Costly services are main-
talned for vast numbers of patients not
seriously enough i1l to need them.

Physiclan fees have risen so sharply be-
cause more dollars cannot by themselves pro-
duce more doctors. That, coupled with the
fee-for-service approach of Medicare and
Medicaid, has allowed some specialists and
even some general practitioners to reap ex-
orbitant benefits from these tax-financed
programs.

Serious as these matters are, the funda-
mental problem is one of structure—one
which goes to the heart of our system of de-
livering health care. We are pumping billions
of dollars of new money into the health
industry—but without the slightest effort to
change the existing system, under which peo-
ple are taken care of in the costliest institu-
tion, the hospital, and by the costliest man-
power, the doctor. It is no wonder that the
cost of health care has risen so sharply.

The first task, In my judgment, is to rec-
ognize that our present approach is simply
not satisfactory—and to do something about
it. We are providing poor quality care at high
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cost. That is nothing less than a national
fallure.

Next week I shall propose, as an amend-
ment to the social security bill now before
the Benate, the establishment of a joint
Congressional committee to study the cost of
health care and what we are going to do
about it. The committee’s mandate would be
the full scope of the cost problem—from re-
imbursement formulas to new technology,
from ways to achleve greater efficiency to new
ways of delivering health care,

But no committee—no study—can be suc-
cessful unless it confronts the root cause of
spiraling medical costs: the outmoded and
rigid structure of health care which simply
cannot meet the demands for decent medical
attention. What is needed—as a matter of
the first priority—is to put our medical re-
sources to work in new ways, to respond more
effectively to the ever-growing demand for
services.

An effective program of action requires at
least four steps:

First: We must tap new sources for re-
cruitment into the health field and develop
new health careers for our recruits. We all
know we have a grave shortage of medieal
personnel, We know that each year we edu-
cate 2000 fewer doctors than we need just
to keep pace with present ratios; and we
know we need more nurses of all kinds, and
more technical aldes,

But even as we provide government assist-
ance to health professional schools—even as
we provide scholarships and loans, so that
low-income students can attend our medical
schools—we know we must develop new jobs
in the health field. For the fact is that we
will never have enough doctors and nurses
to perform all of the tasks we now assign to
these costly and scarce professionals. Expe-
rience has shown that many of their tasks
can be performed by assistants working
under their supervision—aldes who can be
enabled to study on the job In order to ac-
quire greater skill and more on to greater
responsibility.

We can find many of these people in the
same communities of the poor which most
need medical help. We can find—and train—
non-professional people, to care for fellow
members of their own communities. And this
source of employment—a source you have
tapped with your health careers program—
can find worthy service and increased job
opportunity, within the medical profession.

Second: All of our medical resources must
be put to work more effectively in the com-
munities themselves. To structure the future
of medicine solely around large, impersonal
hospitals will not only insure poor quality
care, but also guarantee even more excessive
demands on these overcrowded Institutions—
and thus produce higher and higher medical
costs.

If we are to use our funds wisely—Iif we are
to deploy our health manpower efficlently—
we must decentralize medical care. We must
bring health services to the people through &
system of community and neighborhood
health centers which provide comprehensive
family care in a dignified, responsive setting.

Again, you at Albert Einstein have recog-
nized this need, by participating in the
Storefront Nelghborhood Service Center,
serving the Lincoln Hospital Community.
Here, non-professionals can be of greatest
service—by insuring that neighborhood cen-
ters serve the poor, instead of using them.
Too often, the medical profession has seen
the ghetto communities as ideal neighbor-
hoods—not so much for service, as for ob-
taining teachling material. One doctor told
me of a conversation he had with a ghetto
resident. He asked her what she thought of
a planned new neighborhood health center.

“Oh," she sald, “is that another one of
those programs where we supply the
diseases?"

The neighborhood health centers must not
be that kind of program. They must meet
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the fundamental health needs of our ne-
glected citizens.

Third: The program must go beyond nar-
rowly-defined “health” needs., For all of the
energy—all of the commitment—of the med-
ical profession will not be enough, unless we
also meet the sources of disease.

It is illusion to think we can cure a sickly
child—and ignore his need for nutritious
food. It is foolish to pour in funds to minister
to the effects of filth-ridden slums—without
recognizing the undeniable fact that these
slums breed disease. It Is profitless to estab-
lish community mental health services—if we
do not understand that a community of the
Jobless, the purposeless, the hopeless spawns
frustration and agony in the minds of its
victims, We will never have enough doctors
to cure the children of Mississippl who have
not eaten nourishing food since their birth.
There will never be enough therapists for all
the brain-damaged children of Bedford-
Btuyvesant. We will not cure the pathology
of individuals, unless we—and you—begin to
come to grips with the pathology of these
communities.

Education — jobs — housing — community
participatlon—these are essential elements
of a healthy neighborhood. And if these goals
require the active direct participation of the
medical community in matters of public
controversy, then this is the work that must
be done. It is neither economical, nor com-
passionate, to care for the consequences of
poverty, and ignore its roots.

Fourth: As this is true for the communities
of poverty, it i1s just as true for the whole
soclety. All the cancer research, all the hos-
pitals in the nation may be less important
than the single simple step of making sure
that fewer children are enticed into becoming
clgarette smokers. All our programs for train-
ing new doctors may not mean as much to
the health of the city of New York as cour-
ageous and forceful action to eliminate the
pollution of our air. All our emergency rooms
will not be adequate to care for the victims
of the carnage on our highways, if we do not
enforce far more rigid safety standards on
the makers of automobiles.

And the same is true for the dozens of
health hazards we have allowed to persist,
through ignorance and Inattention and sloth;
the meat packed amid dirt and disease; the
drugs sold without adequate testing; the
pesticides carelessly sprayed onto our crops.

These are not for the medical profession
alone—these are challenges to all of us. But
you of the medical profession, the concerned
and active doctors and leaders such as are
here today, you can take the lead.

Part of the job is securing the enactment
of legislation; and whatever legislation is
necessary, I can tell you that it will be in-
troduced—and it will be fought for. But an-
other part of the job is education and action,
relying on the spontaneous egkill and initia-
tive of the American people. Just a few years
ago, surveys showed that alarming numbers
of our children were overweight, underex-
ercised, simply in poor physical condition.
President Eennedy set up a Council on Phys-
ical Fitness which, in cooperation with thou-
sands of Councils all over the country, began
to set up programs of education and exer-
cise for children and families. The Councils
were completely voluntary; they were almost
without funds; yet they worked a small rev-
olution. And within two or three years, new
surveys showed that the young people of
America were far healthier, in far better
physical condition, than they had been be-
fore the Councils began their work. That
kind of effort—whether for better school
meals, or against early smoking, or to stimu-
late forceful action against alr pollution—
can be made in every community in the
country today.

This is a challenging task. It requires help
from Washington—for example, funds to
help medical schools Iimplement bold
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changes in education and operation. And it
requires help from state capitals and City
Halls to replace rigid regulation with crea-
tive flexibility.

But most of all, it requires effort by your-
selves—members of the medical profession,
gulded by your obligations, and then by the
counsel of Albert Einstein, who said:

“Concern for man himself and his fate
must always form the chief interest of all
technical endeavors . . . in order that the
creations of our mind shall be a blessing
and not a curse to mankind.”

Now you must find new ways to bring
the blessings of medicine to milllons who
have never been reached. It means the will-
ingness and energy to discard traditional
institutions and approaches to better the
condition of man himself, and his fate. But
you have that willingness—you have that
energy—and I know you will succeed.
SENATOR RANDOLPH COMMENDS FINANCE COM-

MITTEE ACTION ON PROVISION FOR INCREASING

INCOME OF OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment and Retirement Incomes of the
Senate Special Committee on Aging, I am
particularly interested in one provision
in the pending social security amend-
ments. Section 213 requires that States
must give their public assistance re-
cipients an average increase of $7.50 in
their overall incomes as a result of the
increased benefits.

It has been a general practice among
the States, when social security increases
are approved, to reduce public assistance
grants of those who receive both public
assistance and social security. This ac-
tion leaves recipients no better off from
the standpoint of their total incomes
than they had been before the social se=-
curity increases. The pending bill pro-
vides a means whereby a State’s publie
assistance recipients will benefit from the
increases.

The Subcommittee on Employment and
Retirement Incomes, which I am privi-
leged to chair, as a result of several days
of hearings earlier this year, issued a re-
port entitled “Reduction of Retirement
Benefits Due to Social Security In-
creases.”” We recommended legislation
which would prohibit reduction of old-
age assistance grants due to social se-
curity increases. To implement this rec-
ommendation, I offered amendment No.
375. Although the Finance Committee did
not accept my amendment, I believe that
the provision which it did adopt sub-
stantially accomplishes the purpose our
subcommittee was seeking. I am gratified
to give the committee’s provision my en-
thusiastic support.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on final passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the bill has expired. The bill having
been read the third time, the question is,
Shall it pass? On this question, the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. Canwnonl, and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Long] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
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Connecticut [Mr. Dobopl, the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl, the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Govern], and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. TaLmADGE] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. Cannon], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGovern], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl, and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaAL-
mapGeE] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KEUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the
Senator from Hawail [Mr. Fongl, the
Senator from California [Mr. MUrPHY],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Scort] and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ToweR] are necessarily absent.

The 8Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
Cooprer], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Hansen]l and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Munpr] are absent
on official business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Proury] is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Carison], the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CoorErl, the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fongl, the
Senator from California [Mr. MURPHY],
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr]l would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Prouty] is paired with the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 78,
nays 6, as follows:

[No. 350 Leg.]
YEAS—T8

Alken Hart Mondale
Allott Hartke Monroney
Anderson Hatfleld Montoya
Baker Hayden Morse
Bayh Hickenlooper Morton
Bible Hill Moss
Boggs Hollings Muskie
Brewster Hruska Nelson
Brooke Inouye Pastore
Burdick Jackson Pearson
Byrd, Va. Javits Pell
Byrd, W.Va., Jordan, N.C. Percy
Case Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Church EKennedy, Mass. Randol

k EKennedy, N.Y. Ribleco
Cotton Euchel Russell
Dirksen Lausche Smathers
Dominick Long, La. Smith
Ellender Magnuson Bparkman
Ervin Mansfleld Spong
Fannin MeCarthy Symington
Fulbright McClellan Tydings
Gore McGee Williams, N.J.
Griffin McIntyre Yarborough
Gruening Young, N. Dak.
Harrls Miller Young, Ohio

NAYS—8
Bennett Holland Thurmond
Curtis Stennis Willlams, Del.
NOT VOTING—16

Bartlett Fong Prouty
Cannon Hansen Scott
Carlson Long, Mo. Talmadge
Cooper MecGovern Tower
Dodd Mundt
Eastland Murphy

So the bill (H.R. 12080) was passed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the vote by which
the bill was passed be reconsidered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
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move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate insist on its amendments and
that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Lone of
Louisiana, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. ANDER-
sON, Mr. Gorg, Mr, TALMADGE, Mr. WiL-
L1ams of Delaware, Mr. CarLsON, and Mr.
Currtis conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the bill
(H.R. 12080) be printed with the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered; and that
in the engrossment of the amendment of
the Senate to the bill the Secretary of
the Senate be authorized to make all
necessary technical and clerical changes
and corrections, including corrections in
section, subsection, and so forth, desig-
nations, and cross references thereto, and
corrections in the table of contents—in-
cluding appropriate deletions, insertions,
and revisions in such table.

PERSONAL STATEMENT—REASON
FOR NOT VOTING

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I
desire to make a personal statement.
Yesterday I canceled a trip abroad in
order that I might be here to vote for
passage of the Social Security Act.

When the rollcall is recorded in the
REecorp, my name will be shown as an
absentee.

Mr. President, I was in a room in the
New Senate Office Building where the
bell calling for the vote did not ring.
When the word of the vote reached me,
I came over but arrived on the floor too
late to be recorded.

This is a cause of great sorrow to me
because I would like to have been here,
and I wanted particularly to have been
recorded as voting for the social security
bill.

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 785, S. 2147, the Federal Meat In-
spection Act, I do this so that it will be
the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (S. 2147), to clarify and otherwise
amend the Meat Inspection Act, to pro-
vide for cooperation with appropriate
State agencies with respect to State meat
inspection programs, and for other pur-
poses, reported from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with amend-
ments, on page 2, line 18, after the word
“his"” strike out “delegatee’” and insert
“delegate”; on page 3, line 16, after the
word “term” strike out “ ‘territory’ ” and
insert “ ‘Territory’”; in line 21, after
the word “any” strike out “territory”
and insert “Territory”; in line 22, after
the word “any” where it appears the sec-
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ond time, strike out “territory” and in-
sert “Territory”; on page 4, line 1, after
the word “the” where it appears the first
time, strike out “territories” and insert
“Territories”; in line 12, after the word
“to”, strike out “effectuate the purpose
of this Act” and insert “assure that the
meat or other portions of such carcasses
contained in such product are not adul-
terated and that such products are not
represented as meat food products.”; on
page 8, line 5, after the word “container”
insert “unless”; on page 10, line 22, after
the word “to” strike out “effectuate the
purposes of this Aet” and insert “assure
that it will not have false or misleading
labeling and that the public will be in-
formed of the manner of handling re-
quired to maintain the article in a
wholesome condition.”; on page 11, line
11, after the word “so” strike out “en-
acted” and insert “entitled”; on page 12,
after line 6, insert:

(v) The term “official device” means any
device pr»eseribad or authorized by the Sec-
retary for use in applying any official mark.

On page 13, line 15, after the word “in”
strike out “sections 3 through 23 of”; on
page 15, line 10, after the word “used”
insert “with respect to material required
to be incorporated in labeling to avoid
false or misleading labeling”; on page 17,
line 16, after the word “human” strike
out “food,” and insert “food’”; on page 20,
at the beginning of line 20, strike out
“the inspection and other requirements
prescribed by regulations of the Secre-
tary to assure that the imported articles
have been prepared under requirements
substantially equivalent to those appli-
cable to the comparable domestic arti-
cles, and otherwise to effectuate the pur-
poses of this Act” and insert “all the
inspection, building construction stand-
ards, and all other provisions of this Act
and regulations issued thereunder appli-
cable to such articles in commerce within
the United States.”; on page 22, line 8,
after the word “articles” insert a colon
and “Provided further, That nothing in
this section shall apply to any individual
who purchases meat or meat products
outside the United States for his own
consumption except that the total
amount of such meat or meat products
shall not exceed fifty pounds.”; on page
22, at the beginning of line 18, strike out
“goals” and insert “goats”; in line 24,
after the word “not” strike out “buy or
sell” and insert “engage in the business
of buying or selling”; on page 23, line 2,
after the word “food” insert a colon and
“And provided further, That the author-
ity of the Secretary to issue “Retail Ex-
emption Certificates” under paragraph
21 and 22 of the Meat Inspection Act
prior to the enactment of the Wholesome
Meat Act shall continue.”; after line 6
strike out:

(b) The Secretary may, under such sanitary
conditions as he may by regulations pre-
scribe, exempt from the inspection require-
ments of this title the slaughter of animals,
and the preparation of carcassses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products, by
any person, firm, or corporation in any terri.
tory or the District of Columbia solely for
distribution within such jurisdiction when
the Becretary determines that it is imprac-
ticable to provide such inspection within the
limits of funds appropriated for admin-
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istration of this Act and that such exemption
will otherwise facilitate enforcement of this
Act. The Secretary may refuse, withdraw or
modify any exemption under this paragraph
(b) in his discretion whenever he determines
such action 1s necessary to effectuate the
purposes of this Act.

At the beginning of line 21, strike out
“(e)” and insert “(b)”; on page 25, line
3, after the word “dyes,” strike ouf
“chemical” and insert “chemicals,”; on
page 26, line 17, after the word “estab-
lishment” insert “in any State or orga-
nized Territory”; in line 21, after the
word “or” where it appears the first
time, strike out “territory or the District
of Columbia” and insert “Territory’”; on
page 30, line 10, after the word “to” strike
out “effectuate the purposes of this Act”
and insert “assure that such animals, or
the wunwholesome parts or products
thereof, will be prevented from being
used for human food purposes.”; in line
19, after the word “or” where it appears
the first time, strike out “territory or the
District of Columbia” and insert “orga-
nized Territory”; in line 23, after the
word “the”, strike out “State, territory,
or Distriet” and insert “State or Terrl-
tory”; in line 24, after the word “have”
strike out “comparable” and insert “at
least equal”; on page 31, after the word
“Act” insert “including the State pro-
viding for the Secretary or his repre-
sentatives being afforded access to such
places of business and the facilities, in-
ventories, and records thereof, and the
taking of reasonable samples, where he
determines necessary in carrying out his
responsibilities under this Act;”; on page
32, line 3, after the word “are” strike out
“consistent with” and insert “at least
equal to”; in line 14, after the word “au-
thorities” strike out “comparable” and
insert “at least equal”; on page 34, after
line 4, insert:

(e) (1) If the Secretary has reason to be-
lieve, by thirty days prior to the expiration of
two years after enactment of the Wholesome
Meat Act, that a State has falled to develop
or is not enforcing, with respect to all estab-
lishments within 1its jurisdiction (except
those that would be exempted from Federal
inspection under subparagraph (2)) at which
cattle, sheep, swine, goats, or equines are
slaughtered, or their carcasses, or parts or
products thereof, are prepared for use as
human food, solely for distribution within
such State, and the products of such estab-
lishments, requirements at least equal to
those imposed under titles I and IV of this
Act, he shall promptly notify the Governor
of the State of this fact. If the Secretary de-
termines, after consultation with the Gov-
ernor of the State, or representative selected
by him, that such requirements have not
been developed and activated, he shall
promptly after the expiration of such two-
year period designate such State as one In
which the provisions of titles I and IV of
this Act shall apply to operations and trans-
actions wholly within such State: Provided,
That if the Secretary has reason to believe
that the State will activate such require-
ments within one additional year, he may de-
lay such designation for sald period, and not
designate the State, if he determines at the
end of the year that the State then has such
requirements in effective operation., The
Secretary shall publish any such designation
in the Federal Register and, upon the ex-
piration of thirty days after such publica-
tion, the provisions of titles I and IV shall
apply to operations and transactions and to
persons, firms, and corporations engaged
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therein in the State to the same extent and
in the same manner as if such operations and
transactions were conducted in or for com-
merce: Provided further, That upon notifi-
cation by the Governor of any State at any
time after the date of enactment of the
Wholesome Meat Act, that he walves for such
State the periods of time specified herein,
and requests the designation of the State
under this paragraph (c), the Secretary shall
designate such State in accordance with this
paragraph. Thereafter, upon request of the
Governor, the Secretary shall revoke such
designation if the Secretary determines that
such State has developed and will enforce
requirements at least equal to those imposed
under title I and title IV of this Act: And
provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of this section, if the Secre-
tary determines that any establishment
within a State is producing adulterated meat
or meat food products for distribution with-
in such State which would clearly endanger
the public health he shall notify the Gov-
ernor of the State and the appropriate Ad-
visory Committee provided by section 301 of
the Act of such fact for effective action un-
der State or local law. If the State does not
take action to prevent such endangering of
the public health within a reasonable time
after such notice, as determined by the Sec-
retary, in light of the risk to public health,
the Secretary may forthwith designate any
such establishment as subject to the provi-
slons of titles I and IV of the Act, and there-
upon the establishment and operator there-
of shall be subject to such provisions as
though engaged in commerce until such time
as the Secretary determines that such State
has developed and will enforce requirements
at least equal to those imposed under title
I and title IV of this Act.

(2) The provisions of this Act requiring
inspection of the slaughter of animals and
the preparation of carcasses, parts thereof,
meat and meat food products shall not apply
to operations of types traditionally and
usually conducted at retall stores and res-
taurants, when conducted at any retall store
or restaurant or similar retall-type estab-
lishment for sale in normal retall quantities
or service of such articles to consumers at
such establishments if such establishments
are subject to such inspection provisions only
under this paragraph (¢).

(3) Whenever the Secretary determines
that any State designated under this para-
graph (c) has developed and will enforce
State meat Inspectlion requirements at least
equal to those imposed under titles I and
IV, with respect to the operations and trans-
actions within such State which are regu-
lated under subparagraph (1), he shall ter-
minate the designation of such State un-
der this paragraph (¢), but this shall not
preclude the subsequent redesignation of
the State at any time upon thirty days no-
tice to the Governor and publication in the
Federal Register In accordance with this
paragraph, and any State may be designated
upon such notice and publication at any
time after the perlod specified in this para-
graph whether or not the State has there-
tofore been designated upon the Secretary
determining that it is not effectively enfore-
Ing requirements at least equal to those
imposed under titles I and IV.

(4) The Becretary shall promptly upon
enactment of the Wholesome Meat Act and
perlodically thereafter, but at least annually,
review the requirements, including the en-
forcement thereof, of the several States not
designated under this paragraph (¢), with
respect to the slaughter, and the prepara-
tion, storage, handling and distribution of
carcasses, parts thereof, meat and meat food
products, of such animals, and inspection of
such operations, and annually report thereon
to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry of the Sen-
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ate in the report required under section 17
of the Wholesome Meat Act.

On page 38, at the beginning of line
3, strike out “(¢)” and insert “(d)”; at
the beginning of line 5, strike out “ter-
ritory as defined in section 1 of this act;
or the District of Columbia” and insert
“organized territory.”; in line 16, after
the word “recipient” strike out “if” and
insert “is”; in line 18, after the word
“recipient” strike out “has been con-
victed, in any Federal or State court, of
any felony” and insert “or anyone re-
sponsibly connected with the applicant
or recipient, has been convicted, in any
Federal or State court, of (1) any felony,
or (2) more than one violation of any
law, other than a felony, based upon the
acquiring, handling, or distributing of
unwholesome, mislabeled, or deceptively
packaged food or upon fraud in connec-
tion with transactions in food.”; on page
39, after line 4, insert:

For the purpose of this sectlon a person
shall be deemed to be responsibly con-
nected with the business If he was a partner,
officer, director, holder, or owner of 10 per
centum or more of its voting stock or em-
ployed In a managerial or executive capacity.

The determination and order of the Sec-
retary with respect thereto under this sec-
tion shall be final and conclusive unless the
affected applicant for, or reciplent of, in-
spection service files application for judiclal
review within thirty days after the effective
date of such order in the appropriate court
as provided in section 404. Judicial review
of any such order shall be upon the record

upon which the determination and order are
based.

On page 40, at the beginning of line
8, strike out “territory” and insert “Ter-
ritory”; on page 42, line 16, after the
word “other” strike out “territories” and
insert “Territories”; on page 44, at the
beginning of line 16, strike out “409(1)”
and insert “409(s)”; in line 17, after
“U.8.C.” strike out “409(1)” and insert
“409(s))"”; on page 45, at the beginning
of line 10, strike out “territory” and
insert “Territory”’; in line 18, after the
word “or” where it appears the first time,
strike out “territory” and insert “Terri-
tory”; in line 19, after the word “or”
strike out “ferritory” and insert “Ter-
ritory”; on page 46, line 3, after the
word “or” strike out “territory” and in-
sert “Territory”; in line 12, after the
word “enactment” strike out “hereof”
and insert “of the Wholesome Meat Act’:
at the top of page 47, insert a new sec-
tion, o8 follows:

Sec, 17. The Secretary shall annually re-
port to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate
with respect to the slaughter of animals sub-
Ject to this Act, and the preparation, storage,
handling and distribution of carcasses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products, of
such animals, and inspection of establish-
ments operated In connection therewlith, in-

cluding the operations under and effective-
ness of this Act.

On page 47, at the beginning of line
10, change the section number from “17”
to “18"; at the beginning of line 21,
change the section number from “18” to
“19”; on page 48, at the beginning of
line 3, change the section number from
“19” to “20”; in line 9, after the word
“section” strike out “17” and insert “18”;
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and in line 20, after the word “effective”
insert “upon the expiration of”; so as
to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
iea in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the Wholesome Meat Act and that
the provisions appearing under the subhead-
ing “FOR MEAT INSPECTION:" under the head-
ing “BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY" in the Act
approved March 4, 1907, entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and eight" (34
Stat. 1260-1265, as amended; 21 U.S.C. 71-81),
are hereby designated as the “Federal Meat
Inspection Act”; the first twenty paragraphs
thereof are hereby designated, respectively,
as sections 8 through 22, and the twenty-first
and twenty-second paragraphs thereof as sec-
tion 23; and said sections 3 through 23 are
hereby designated at “TITLE I—INSPEC-
TION REQUIREMENTS; ADULTERATION
AND MISBRANDING".

Sec. 2. The Federal Meat Inspection Act is
hereby amended by adding, in title I, new
sections 1 and 2 reading, respectively, as fol-
lows:

“SectioN 1. As used in this Act, except as
otherwise specified, the following terms shall
have the meanings stated below:

“(a) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture of the United States
or his delegate.

“(b) The term ‘firm’ means any partner-
ship, assoclation, or other unincorporated
business organization.

“(e) The term ‘meat broker’ means any
person, firm, or corporation engaged in the
business of buying or selling carcasses, parts
of carcasses, meat, or meat food products of
cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, or
other equines on commission, or otherwise
negotiating purchases or sales of such arti-
cles other than for his own account or as an
employee of another person, firm, or corpora-
tion.

“(d) The term ‘renderer’ means any per-
son, firm, or corporation engaged in the
business of rendering carcasses, or parts or
products of the carcasses, of cattle, sheep,
swine, goats, horses, mules, or other equines,
except rendering conducted under inspec-
tion or exemption under title I of this Act.

“(e) The term ‘animal food manufacturer’
means any person, firm, or corporation en-
gaged In the business of manufacturing or
processing animal food derived wholly or in
part from carcasses, or parts or products of
the carcasses, of cattle, sheep, swine, goats,
horses, mules, or other equines.

“(f) The term ‘State’ means any State
of the United States and the Commonwealth
Puerto Rico.

“(g) The term ‘Territory’ means Guam,
the Virgin Islands of the United States,
Amerlcan Samoa, and any other territory or
possession of the United States, excluding the
Canal Zone.

“(h) The term ‘commerce’ means com-
merce between any State, any Territory, or
the District of Columbia, and any place
outside thereof; or within any Territory not
organized with a legislative body, or the Dis-
trict of Columbia,

“(1) The term ‘United States’ means the
States, the District of Columbia, and the
Territories of the United States.

*“(1) The term ‘meat food product’ means
any product capable of use as human food
which is made wholly or in part from any
meat or other portion of the carcass of any
cattle, sheep, swine, or goats, excepting
products which contain meat or other por-
tions of such carcasses only In a relatively
small proportion or historically have not
been considered by consumers as products
of the meat food industry, and which are
exempted from definition as a meat food
product by the Secretary under such condi-
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tions as he may prescribe to assure that
the meat or other portions of such carcasses
contained in such product are not adulter-
ated and that such products are not repre-
sented as meat food products. This term as
applied to food products of equines shall
have a meaning comparable to that pro-
vided in this paragraph with respect to cat-
tle, sheep, swine, and goats.

“(k) The term ‘capable of use as human
food' shall apply to any carcass, or part or
product of a carcass, of any animal, unless
it is denatured or otherwise identified as
required by regulations prescribed by the
Secretary to deter its use as human food, or
it is naturally inedible by humans.

“(1) The term ‘prepared’ means slaugh-
tered, canned, salted, rendered, boned, cut
up, or otherwise manufactured or processed.

“(m) The term ‘adulterated’ shall apply to
any carcass, part thereof, meat or meat food
product under one or more of the following
circumstances:

“{1) if it bears or contains any poisonous
or deleterious substance which may render
it injurious to health; but in case the sub-
stance is not an added substance, such
article shall not be considered adulterated
under this clause if the gquantity of such
substance in or on such article does not
ordinarily render it injurious to health;

“(2) (A) if it bears or contains (by reason
of administration of any substance to the
live animal or otherwise) any added poison-
ous or added deleterious substance (other
than one which is (1) a pesticide chemical
in or on a raw agricultural commodity; (i1) a
food additive; or (ill) a color additive)
which may, in the judgment of the Secretary,
make such article unfit for human food;

“(B) if it is, in whole or in part, a raw
agricultural commeodity and such commodity
bears or contains a pesticide chemical which
is unsafe within the meaning of section 408
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act,

“(C) if it bears or contains any food addi-
tive which is unsafe within the meaning of
section 409 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act,

“(D) if it bears or contains any color addi-
tive which is unsafe within the meaning of
section 706 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act: Provided, That an article
which is not adulterated under clause (B),
(C), or (D) shall nevertheless be deemed
adulterated if use of the pesticlde chemiecal,
food additive, or color additive in or on such
article is prohibited by regulations of the
Secretary in establishments at which in-
spection is maintained under title I of this
Act;

“(3) if it consists in whole or in part of
any filthy, putrid, or decomposed substance
or is for any other reason unsound, un-
healthful, unwholesome, or otherwise unfit
for human food;

“(4) if it has been prepared, packed, or
held under insanitary conditions whereby it
may have become contaminated with filth,
or whereby it may have been rendered in-
jurious to health;

“(5) if it is, In whole or in part, the prod-
uct of an animal which has dled otherwlse
than by slaughter;

*(8) if its container is composed, in whole
or in part, of any polsonous or deleterious
substance which may render the contents
injurious to health;

“(7) 1if it has been intentionally sub-
jected to radiation, unless the use of the
radiation was in conformity with a regulation
or exemption in effect pursuant to section
409 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act;

“(8) if any valuable constituent has been
in whole or in part omitted or abstracted
therefrom; or if any substance has been
substituted, wholly or in part therefor; or if
damage or inferlority has been concealed in
any manner; or if any substance has been
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added thereto or mixed or packed therewith
s0 as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce
its quality or strength, or make it appear
better or of greater value than it is; or

“(9) if it is margarine containing animal
fat and any of the raw material used therein
consisted in whole or in part of any filthy,
putrid, or decomposed substance.

“(n) The term 'misbranded’ shall apply
to any carcass, part thereof, meat or meat
food product under one or more of the
following circumstances:

(1) if its labeling is false or misleading
in any particular;

“(2) if it is offered for sale under the name
of another food;

“(3) if it is an imitation of another
food, unless its label bears, in type of uni-
form size and prominence, the word ‘imita-
tion’ and immediately thereafter, the name
of the food imitated;

‘“(4) If its container is so made, formed, or
filled as to be misleading;

“(6) if in a package or other container
unless it bears a label showing (A) the name
and place of business of the manufacturer,
packer, or distributor; and (B) an accurate
statement of the quantity of the contents
in terms of weight, measure, or numerical
count: Provided, That under clause (B) of
this subparagraph (5), reasonable variations
may be permitted, and exemptions as to
small packages may be established, by regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary;

*(6) if any word, statement, or other in-
formation required by or under authority of
this Act to appear on the label of other
labeling is not prominently placed thereon
with such conspicuousness (as compared
with other words, statements, designs, or
devices, in the labeling) and in such terms as
to render it likely to be read and understood
by the ordinary individual under customary
conditions of purchase and use;

“(7) if it purports to be or is represented
as a food for which a definition and standard
of identity or composition has been pre-
scribed by regulations of the Secretary under
section 7 of this Act unless (A) it conforms
to such definition and standard, and (B) its
label bears the name of the food specified in
the definition and standard and, insofar as
may be required by such regulations, the
common names of optional ingredients
(other than spices, flavoring, and coloring)
present in such food;

“(8) if it purports to be or is represented
as a food for which a standard or standards
of fill of container have been prescribed by
regulations of the Secretary under section 7
of this Act, and it falls below the standard of
fill of container applicable thereto, unless its
label bears, in such manner and form as such
regulations specify, a statement that it falls
below such standard;

“(9) if it is not subject to the provisions of
subparagraph (7), unless its label bears (A)
the common or usual name of the food, if any
there be, and (B) in case it is fabricated from
two or more ingredients, the common or
usual name of each such ingredient; except
that spices, flavorings, and colorings may,
when authorized by the Secretary, be desig-
nated as splces, flavorings, and colorings
without naming each: Provided, That, to the
extent that compliance with the require-
ments of clause (B) of this subparagraph
(8) is impracticable, or results in deception
or unfair competition, exemptions shall be
established by regulations promulgated by
the Secretary;

“(10) if it purports to be or is represented
for special dietary uses, unless its label bears
such Iinformation concerning its vitamin,
mineral, and other dietary properties as the
Secretary, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare, de-
termines to be, and by regulations prescribes
as, necessary in order fully to Inform pur-
chasers as to its value for such uses;

“(11) if it bears or contains any artificial
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flavoring, artificial coloring, or chemical pre-
servative, unless it bears labeling stating
that fact: Provided, That, to the extent that
compliance with the requirements of this
subparagraph (11) is impracticable, exemp-
tions shall be established by regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary; or

“(12) if it fails to bear, directly thereon
or on its container, as the Secretary may
by regulations prescribe, the inspection leg-
end and, unrestricted by any of the foregoing,
such other information as the Secretary may
require in such regulations to assure that it
will not have false or misleading labeling and
that the public will be informed of the man-
ner of handling required to maintaln the
article in a wholesome condition.

“(0) The term ‘label’ means a display of
written, printed, or graphic matter upon the
immediate container (not including package
liners) of any article.

“(p) The term ‘labeling’ means all labels
and other written, printed, or graphic matter
(1) upon any article or any of its containers
or wrappers, or (2) accompanying such
article.

“(q) The term ‘Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act’ means the Act so entitled, ap-
proved June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 1040), and
Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary
thereto.

“(r) The terms ‘pesticide chemical’, ‘food
additive’, ‘color additive’, and ‘raw agricul-
tural commodity’ shall have the same mean-
ings for purposes of this Act as under the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

“(s) The term ‘officlal mark' means the
official inspection legend or any other symbol
prescribed by regulations of the Secretary to
identify the status of any article or animal
under this Act.

“(t) The term ‘official inspection legend’
means any symbol prescribed by regulations
of the Secretary showing that an article was
inspected and passed In accordance with this
Act.

“(u) The term ‘official certificate’ means
any certificate prescribed by regulations of
the Secretary for issuance by an Inspector or
other person performing official functions
under this Act.

“(v) The term ‘official device’ means any
device prescribed or authorized by the Secre-
tary for use in applying any officlal mark,

“gec. 2. Meat and meat food products are an
important source of the Nation’s total supply
of food. They are consumed throughout the
Nation and the major portion thereof moves
in interstate or forelgn commerce. It is es-
sential in the public interest that the health
and welfare of consumers be protected by as-
suring that meat and meat food products
distributed to them are wholesome, not
adulterated, and properly marked, labeled,
and packaged. Unwholesome, adulterated, or
misbranded meat or meat food products im-
palr the effective regulation of meat
and meat food products in interstate
or foreign commerce, are Injurious to the
public welfare, destroy markets for whole-
some, not adulterated, and properly labeled
and packaged meat and meat food products,
and result in sundry losses to livestock pro-
ducers and processors of meat and meat food
products, as well as injury to consumers. The
unwholesome, adulterated, mislabeled, or
deceptively packaged articles can be sold at
lower prices and compete unfairly with the
wholesome, not adulterated, and properly
1abeled and packaged articles, to the detri-
ment of consumers and the public generally.
It is hereby found that all articles and
animals which are regulated under this Act
are either in interstate or foreijgn commerce
or substantially affect such commerce, and
that regulation by the Secretary and coopera-
tion by the States and other jurisdictions as
contemplated by this Act are appropriate to
prevent and eliminate burdens upon such
commerce, to effectively regulate such com-
merce, and to protect the health and welfare
of consumers.”
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SEc. 8. Sald Act is hereby further amended

by—

(a) deleting the phrase “interstate or for-
eign” wherever it ap in sections 3
through 23 of title I of sald Act; and

(b) deleting in section 3 of sald Act (21
U.S.C. T1) the phrase “the Secretary of Agri-
culture, at his discretion, may” and insert-
ing in lHeu thereof the words “the Secretary
shall” and deleting the words “of Agricul-
ture” wherever they appear after the word
“Secretary” thereafter in title I of the Act.

Skc. 4. Section 4 of said Act (21 U.8.C. 72)
is hereby amended by deleting the phrases
“for human consumption” and “for trans-
portation or sale”, and by inserting after the
word ‘“commerce” the phrase “which are
capable of use as human food”.

Sec. b. Section 5 of sald Act (21 U.8.C. T3)
is hereby amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: “The Secretary may
limit the entry of carcasses, parts of caracass-
es, meat and meat food products, and other
materials into any establishment at which
inspection under this title is maintained,
under such conditions as he may prescribe
to assure that allowing the entry of such
articles into such inspected establishments
will be consistent with the purposes of this
Act.”

SEc. 6. Sectlon 7 of sald Act (21 U.S.C. 75)
is hereby amended by—

(a) deleting the provisions thereof reading
as follows: “, and no such meat or meat
food products shall be sold or offered for
sale by any person, firm, or corporation in
interstate or foreign commerce under any
false or deceptive name; but established
trade name or names which are usual to such
products and which are not false and decep-
tive and which shall be approved by the
Secretary are permitted”;

(b) designating the remaining provisions
as paragraph (a); and

(c) adding at the end of sald section the
following provisions as paragraphs (b)
through (e), respectively:

“(b) All carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat
and meat food products inspected at any
establishment under the authority of this
title and found to be not adulterated, shall
at the time they leave the establishment
bear, in distinctly legible form, directly
thereon or on their containers, as the Sec-
retary may require, the information required
under paragraph (n) of section 1 of this
Act.

“(c) The Secretary, whenever he deter-
mines such action is necessary for the pro-
tection of the public, may prescribe: (1) the
styles and sizes of type to be used with re-
spect to material required to be incorporated
in labeling to avold false or misleading label-
ing in marketing and labeling any articles
or animals subject to this title or title II
of this Act; (2) definitions and standards of
identity or composition for articles subject
to this title and standards of fill of container
for such articles not inconsistent with any
such standards established under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and there
shall be consultation between the Secretary
and the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare prior to the issuance of such stand-
ards under either Act relating to articles
subject to this Act to avold inconsistency
in such standards and possible impairment
of the coordinated effective administration
of these Acts. There shall also be consultation
between the Secretary and an appropriate
advisory committee provided for in section
801 of this Act, prior to the issuance of such
standards under this Act, to avold, insofar
as feasible, inconsistency between Federal
and State standards.

“(d) No article subject to this title shall
be sold or offered for sale by any person, firm,
or corporation, in commerce, under any name
or other marking or labeling which is false or
misleading, or in any container of a mislead-
ing form or size, but established trade names
and other marking and labellng and con-
tainers which are not false or misleading and
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which are approved by the Secretary are per-
mitted.

“(e) If the Becretary has reason to belleve
that any marking or labeling or the size or
form of any container in use or proposed for
use with respect to any article subject to this
title is false or misleading in any particular,
he may direct that such use be withheld un-
less the marking, labeling, or container is
modified in such manner as he may prescribe
so that it will not be false or misleading. If
the person, firm, or corporation using or pro-
posing to use the marking, labeling or con-
tainer does not accept the determination of
the SBecretary, such person, firm, or corpora-
tion may request a hearing, but the use of
the marking, labeling, or container shall, if
the Secretary so directs, be withheld pend-
ing hearing and final determination by the
Secretary. Any such determination by the
Secretary shall be conclusive unless, within
thirty days after receipt of notice of such
final determination, the person, firm, or cor-
poration adversely affected thereby appeals
to the United States court of appeals for
the circuit in which such person, firm, or
corporation has its principal place of busi-
ness or to the United States Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit. The pro-
visions of section 204 of the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 162, as
amended; 7 U.S.C, 194), shall be applicable
to appeals taken under this section.”

Sec. 7. Section 10 of said Act (21 U.8.C. 78)
is hereby amended to read:

“Sec. 10. No person, firm, or corporation
shall, with respect to any cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, or other equines, or
any carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat or
meat food products of any such animals—

“(a) slaughter any such animals or pre-
pare any such articles which are capable of
use as human food at any establish-
ment preparing any such articles for com-
merce, except in compliance with the re-
quirements of this Act;

“(b) sell, transport, offer for sale or trans-
portation, or receive for transportation, in
commerce, (1) any such articles which (A)
are capable of use as human food and (B)
are adulterated or misbranded at the time
of such sale, transportation, offer for sale
or transportation, or receipt for transporta-
tion; or (2) any articles required to be in-
spected under this title unless they have
been so inspected and passed;

“{c) do, with respect to any such articles
which are capable of use as human food,
any act while they are being transported in
commerce or held for sale after such trans-
portation, which is intended to cause or has
the effect of causing such articles to be adul-
terated or misbranded.”

Sec. 8. Section 11 of sald Act (21 US.C.
79) is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 11. (a) No brand manufacturer,
printer, or other person, first, or corporation
shall cast, print, lithograph, or otherwise
make any device contalning any officlal mark
or simulation thereof, or any label bearing
any such mark or simulation, or any form of
official certificate or simulation thereof, ex-
cept as authorized by the Becretary.

“(b) Mo person, firm, or corporation shall—

(1) forge any official device, mark, or cer-
tificate;

“(2) without authorization from the Sec-
retary use any official device, mark or cer-
tificate, or simulation thereof, or alter, de-
tach, deface, or destroy any official device,
mark, or certificate;

“(3) contrary to the regulations prescribed
by the Secetary, fall to use, or to detach, de-
face, or destroy any officlal device, mark, or
certificate;

“(4) knowingly possess, without promptly
notifying the Secretary or his representative,
any officlal device or any counterfelt, simu-
lated, forged, or improperly altered official
certificate or any device or label or any car-
cass of any animal, or part or product there-
of, bearing any counterfeit, simulated, forged,
or improperly altered officlal mark;
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“(5) knowingly make any false statement
in any shipper’'s certificate or other nonof-
ficial or official certificate provided for In
the regulations prescribed by the Secretary;

or

“(6) knowingly represent that any article
has been inspected and passed, or exempted,
under this Act when, in fact, it has, respec-
tively, not been so inspected and passed, or
exempted.”

Sec. 9. The present provisions of section
19 of said Act (21 U.S.C. 87) are hereby de-
leted and the following new provisions are
substituted therefor:

“Sgc. 19. No person, firm, or corporation
shall sell, transport, offer for sale or trans-
portation, or receive for transportation, in
commerce, any carcasses of horses, mules, or
other equines or parts of such carcasses, or
the meat or meat food products thereof,
unless they are plainly and conspicuously
marked or labeled or otherwise identified as
required by regulations prescribed by the
Secretary to show the kinds of animals from
which they were derlved. When required by
the Secretary, with respect to establishments
at which inspection is maintained under this
title, such animals and their carcasses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products shall
be prepared in establishments separate from
those in which cattle, sheep, swine, or goats
are slaughtered or their carcasses, parts
thereof, meat or meat food products are
prepared.”

Sec. 10. The present provisions of sec-
tion 20 of said Act (21 U.S.C. 88) are hereby
deleted and the following new provisions are
substituted therefor:

“Sgc. 20.(a) No carcasses, parts of car-
casses, meat or meat food products of cattle,
sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, or othel
equines which are capable of use as human
food, shall be imported into the United
States if such articles are adulterated or
misbranded and unless they comply with all
the inspection, building construction stand-
ards, and all other provisions of this Act and
regulations issued thereunder applicable to
such articles in commerce within the United
States. All such imported articles shall, upon
entry into the United States, be deemed and
treated as domestic articles subject to the
other provision of this Act and the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act: Provided, That
they shall be marked and labeled as required
by such regulations for imported articles:
Provided further, That nothing in this sec-
tion shall apply to any individual who pur-
chases meat or meat products outside the
United States for his own consumption ex-
cept that the total amount of such meat or
meat products shall not exceed fifty pounds.

“(b) The Secretary may prescribe the
terms and conditions for the destruction of
all such articles which are imported con-
trary to this sectlon, unless (1) they are
exported by the consignee with the time
fixed therefor by the Secretary, or (2) in
the case of articles which are not in com-
pliance with the Act solely because of mis-
branding, such articles are brought intc
compliance with the Act under supervision
of authorized representatives of the Secre-
tary.

“(e) All charges for storage, cartage, and
labor with respect to any article which is
imported contrary to this section shall be
paid by the owner or consignee, and in de-
fault of such payment shall constitute a lien
against such article and any other article
thereafter imported under this Act by or for
such owner or consignee.

“(d) The knowing importation of any arti-
cle contrary to this section is prohibited.”

Sec. 11. Section 28 of sald Act is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“gpe. 23. (a) The provisions of this title
requiring inspection of the slaughter of ani-
mals and the preparation of the carcasses,

thereof, meat and meat food products
at establishments conducting such operations
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for commerce shall not apply to the slaugh-
tering by any person of animals of his own
raising, and the preparation by him and
transportation in commerce of the carcasses,
parts thereof, meat and meat food products
of such animals exclusively for use by him
and members of his household and his non-
paying guests and employees; nor to the cus-
tom slaughter by any person, firm, or corpo-
ration of cattle, sheep, swine or goats de-
livered by the owner thereof for such slaugh-
ter, and the preparation by such slaughterer
and transportation in commerce of the car-
casses, parts thereof, meat and meat food
products of such animals, exclusively for use,
in the household of such owner, by him and
members of his household and his nonpaying
guests and employees: Provided, That such
custom slaughterer does not engage in the
business of buying or selling any carcasses,
parts of carcasses, meat or meat food prod-
ucts of any cattle, sheep, swine, goats or
equines, capable to use as human food: And
provided further, That the authority of the
Secretary to issue “Retail Exemption Certifi-
cates” under paragraphs 21 and 22 of the Meat
Inspection Act prior to the enactment of the
Wholesome Meat Act shall continue.

“(b) The adulteration and misbranding
provisions of this title, other than the re-
quirement of the inspection legend, shall ap-
ply to articles which are exempted from in-
spection or not required to be inspected un-
der this section.”

Sec. 12. Said Act is hereby further amended

by:

(a) deleting the phrase “cattle, sheep,
swine, and goats"” and the phrase “cattle,
sheep, swine, or goats” wherever they appear
in title I of the Act and substituting therefor,
respectively, the phrase “cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, and other equines” and
the phrase “cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses,
mules, or other equines”;

(b) in sections 3 and 4 (21 U.S.C. T1, 72),
deleting the phrase “unsound, unhealthful,
unwholesome, or otherwise unfit for human
food"” each time it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof the word “adulterated”;

(¢) in section 4 (21 U.8.C. 72), deleting the
phrase “sound, healthful, wholesome, and it
for human food" and inserting in lieu there-
of the phrase “not adulterated”;

(d) In section 4 (21 U.S.C. 72), deleting the
phrase “unsound, wunhealthful, unwhole-
some, or in any way unfit for human food”
and Iinserting in lieu thereof the word “adul-
terated”;

(e) in sectlon 6 (21 U.S.C. 74), deleting the
phrase *sound, healthful, and wholesome,
and which contain no dyes, chemicals, pre-
servatives, or ingredients which render such
meat or meat food products unsound, un-
healthful, unwholesome, or unfit for human
food” and inserting in lieu thereof the phrase
“not adulterated”, and deleting the phrase
“unsound, unhealthful, and unwholesome,
or which contain dyes, chemicals, preserva-
tives, or ingredients which render such meat
or meat food products unsound, unhealth-
ful, unwholesome, or unfit for human food"”
and inserting in lieu thereof the word “adul-
terated”;

(f) in section 8 (21 U.8.C. 76), deleting the
phrase “unclean, unsound, unhealthful, un-
wholesome, or otherwise unfit for human
food"” and inserting in lieu thereof the word
“adulterated”;

(g) in section 17 (21 US.C. 85), deleting
the phrase “or goat meat, being the meat of
animals killed after the passage of this Act,
or except as hereinbefore provided” and sub-
stituting therefor the phrase “goat or equine
meat’;

(h) in section 18 (21 U.S.C. 86), deleting
the phrase “sound and wholesome.”; and

(i) in section 21 (21 U.S.C. 89), deleting the
phrase “sound, healthful, wholesome, and
fit for human food, and to contain no dyes,
chemicals, preservatives, or ingredients
which render such meat food produet un-
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sound, unhealthful, unwholesome, or unfit
for human food; and to have been prepared
under proper sanitary conditions, hereinbe-
fore provided for” and inserting in lieu
thereof the phrase “not adulterated”.

Sec. 13. Sald Act 1s hereby further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section in title I:

“SEC. 24. The Secretary may by regulations
prescribe conditions under which carcasses,
parts of carcasses, meat, and meat food prod-
ucts of cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses,
mules, or other equines, capable of use as
human food, shall be stored or otherwise
handled by any person, firm, or corporation
engaged in the business of buying, selling,
freezing, storing, or transporting, in or for
commerce, or importing such articles, when-
ever the Secretary deems such action neces-
sary to assure that such articles will not be
adulterated or misbranded when delivered
to the consumer. Violation of any such reg-
ulation is prohibited. However, such regu-
lations shall not apply to the storage or
handling of such articles at any retail store or
other establishment in any State or organized
Territory that would be subject to this sec-
tion only because of purchases in commerce,
if the storage and handling of such articles
at such establishment is regulated under the
laws of the State or Territory in which such
establishment is located, in a manner which
the Secretary, after consultation with the ap-
propriate advisory committee provided for in
section 301 of this Act, determines is ade-
quate to effectuate the purposes of this
section.”

SEec. 14. Sald Act is hereby further amended
by adding after title I thereof, the following
new sectlons as:

“TTTLE II—MEAT PROCESSORS AND
RELATED INDUSTRIES

“Sec. 201. Inspection shall not be provided
under title I of this Act at any establishment
for the slaughter of cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, or other equines, or
the preparation of any carcasses or parts or
products of such anlmals, which are not in-
tended for use as human food, but such
articles shall, prior to their offer for sale or
transportation in commerce, unless naturally
inedible by humans, be denatured or other-
wise identified as prescribed by regulations
of the Secretary to deter their use for human
food. No person, firm, or corporation shall
buy, sell, transport, or offer for sale or trans-
portation, or receive for transportation, in
commerce, or import, any carcasses, parts
thereof, meat or meat food products of any
such animals, which are not intended for use
as human food unless they are denatured or
otherwise identified as required by the regu-
lations of the Secretary or are naturally in-
edible by humans.

“Sgc. 202. (a) The following classes of
persons, firms, and corporations shall keep
such records as will fully and correctly dis-
close all transactions involved in their busi-
nesses; and all persons, firms, and corpora-
tions subject to such requirements shall, at
all reasonable times, upon notice by a duly
authorized representative of the Secretary,
afford such representative access to their
places of business and opportunity to exam-
ine the facilities, inventory, and records
thereof, to copy all such records, and to take
reasonable samples of their inventory upon
payment of the fair market value therefor—

“(1) Any persons, firms, or corporations
that engage, for commerce, in the business
of slaughtering any cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, or other equines, or
preparing, freezing, packaging, or labeling
any carcasses, or parts or products of car-
casses, of any such animals, for use as
human food or animal food;

“(2) Any persons, firms, or corporations
that engage in the business of buying or
selling (as meat brokers, wholesalers or
otherwise), or transporting, in commerce,
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or storing in or for commerce, or importing,
any carcasses, or parts or products of car-
casses, of any such animals;

“(8) Any persons, firms, or corporations
that engage in business, in or for commerce,
as renderers, or engage in the business of
buying, selling, or transporting, in com-
merce, or importing, any dead, dying, dis-
abled, or diseased cattle, sheep, swine, goats,
horses, mules, or other equines, or parts of
the carcasses of any such animals that dled
otherwise than by slaughter.

“(b) Any record required to be main-
tained by this section shall be maintained
for such period of time as the Secretary may
by regulations prescribe.

«“Spe. 203, No person, firm, or corporation
shall engage in business, in or for com-
merce, as a meat broker, renderer, or animal
food manufacturer, or engage in business
in commerce as a wholesaler of any car-
casses, or parts or products of the carcasses,
of any cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses,
mules, or other equines, whether intended
for human food or other purposes, or en-
gage in business as a public warehouseman
storing any such articles in or for commerce,
or engage in the business of buying, selling,
or transporting in commerce, or importing,
any dead, dying, disabled, or diseased ani-
mals of the specified kinds, or parts of the
carcasses of any such animals that died
otherwise than by slaughter, unless, when
required by regulations of the Secretary, he
has registered with the Secretary his name,
and the address of each place of business
at which, and all trade names under which,
he conducts such business.

“gge. 204, No person, firm, or corporation
engaged in the business of buying, selling, or
transporting in commerce, or importing,
dead, dying, disabled, or diseased animals, or
any parts of the carcasses of any animals
that dled otherwise than by slaughter, shall
buy, sell, transport, offer for sale or transpor-
tation, or receive for transportation, in com-
merce, or import, any dead, dying, disabled,
or diseased cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses,
mules or other equines, or parts of the car-
casses of any such animals that died other-
wise than by slaughter, unless such transac-
tion, transportation or importation is made
in accordance with such regulations as the
Secretary may prescribe to assure that such
animals, or the unwholesome parts or prod-
uets thereof, will be prevented from being
used for human food purposes.

“gpo, 205. The authority conferred on the
Secretary by section 202, 203, or 204 of this
title with respect to persons, firms, and cor-
porations engaged in the specified kinds of
business in or for commerce may be exer-
clsed with respect to persons, firms, or cor-
porations engaged, in any State or organized
Territory, in such kinds of business but not
in or for commerce, whenever the Secretary
determines, after consultation with an ap-
propriate advisory committee provided for in
section 801 of this Act, that the State or
Territory does not have at least equal au-
thority under its laws or such authority is
not exercised in a manner to effectuate the
purposes of this Act including the State pro-
viding for the Secretary or his representative
belng afforded access to such places of busi-
ness and the facilities, inventories, and rec-
ords thereof, and the taking of reasonable
samples, where he determines necessary In
carrying out his responsibilities under this
Act; and in such case the provisions of sec-
tion 202, 203, or 204, respectively, shall apply
to such persons, firms, and corporations to
the same extent and in the same manner as
if they were engaged in such business in or
for commerce and the transactions involved
were In commerce.”

SEc. 15, Saild Act is hereby further amended
by adding after title II thereof, the following
new section as:
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“TITLE NI—FEDERAL AND STATE
COOPERATION

“Sec. 301. (a) It is the policy of the Con-
gress to protect the consuming public from
meat and meat food products that are adul-
terated or misbranded and to assist in efforts
by State and other Government agencies to
accomplish this objective. In furtherance of
this policy—

‘(1) The Secretary is authorized, when-
ever he determines that it would effectuate
the purposes of this Act, to cooperate with
the appropriate State agency in developing
and administering a State meat inspection
program in any State which has enacted a
State meat inspection law that imposes man-
datory ante mortem and post mortem in-
spection, reinspection and sanitation require-
ments that are at least equal to those under
title I of this Act, with respect to all or cer-
tain classes of persons engaged in the State
in glaughtering cattle, sheep, swine, goats,
or equines, or preparing the carcasses, parts
thereof, meat or meat food products, of any
such animals for use as human food solely
for distribution within such State.

"(2) The Secretary is further authorized,
whenever he determines that it would effec-
tuate the purposes of this Act, to cooperate
with appropriate State agencies in developing
and administering State grams under
State laws containing authorities at least
equal to those provided in title II of this Act;
and to cooperate with other agencies of the
United States in carrying out any provisions
of this Act.

“(8) Cooperation with State agencies under
this section may include furnishing to the
appropriate State agency (1) advisory assist-
ance in planning and otherwise developing
an adequate State program under the State
law; and (ii) technical and laboratory as-
slstance and training (including necessary
curricular and instructional materials and
equipment), and financial and other aid for
administration of such a program. The
amount to be contributed to any State by
the Secretary under this section from Federal
funds for any year shall not exceed 50 per
centum of the estimated total cost of the
cooperative program; and the Federal funds
shall be allocated among the States desiring
to cooperate on an equitable basis, Such
cooperation and payment shall be contingent
at all times upon the administration of the
State program in a manner which the Secre-
tary, in consultation with the appropriate
advisory committee appointed under para-
graph (4), deems adequate to effectuate the
purposes of this section.

“(4) The Secretary may appoint advisory
committees consisting of such representa-
tives of appropriate State agencles as the
Secretary and the State agencles may desig-
nate to consult with him concerning State
and Federal programs with respect to meat
inspection and other matters within the
scope of this Act, including evaluating State
programs for purposes of this Act and ob-
taining better coordination and more uni-
formity among the State programs and be-
tween the Federal and State programs and
adequate protection of consumers.

“(b) The appropriate State agency with
which the Secretary may cooperate under
this Act shall be a single agency in the State
which is primarily responsible for the coordi-
nation of the State programs having objec-
tives similar to those under this Act. When
the State program includes performance of
certain functions by a muniecipality or other
subordinate governmental unit, such wunit
shall be deemed to be a part of the State
agency for purposes of this section.

“(e) (1) If the Secretary has reason to
belleve, by thirty days prior to the expiration
of two years after enactment of the Whole-
some Meat Act, that a State has failed to
develop or is not enforcing, with respect to
all establishments within its jurisdiction
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(except those that would be exempted from
Federal inspection under subparagraph (2))
at which cattle, sheep, swine, goats, or
equines are slaughtered, or their carcasses,
or parts or products thereof, are prepared for
use as human food, solely for distribution
within such State, and the products of such
establishments, requirements at least equal
to those imposed under titles I and IV of this
Act, he shall promptly notify the Governor
of the State of this fact. If the Secretary
determines, after consultation with the
Governor of the State, or representative
selected by him, that such requirements have
not been developed and activated, he shall
promptly after the expiration of such two-
year period designate such State as one in
which the provisions of titles I and IV of
this Act shall apply to operations and trans-
actions wholly within such State: Provided,
That if the Secretary has reason to belleve
that the State will activate such require-
ments within one additional year, he may
delay such designation for sald period, and
not designate the State, iIf he determines at
the end of the year that the State then has
such requirements in effective operation. The
Secretary shall publish any such designation
in the Federal Register and, upon the ex-
piration of thirty days after such publica-
tion, the provisions of titles I and IV shall
apply to operations and transactions and to
persons, firms, and corporations engaged
therein in the State to the same extent and
in the same manner as if such operations
and transactions were conducted in or for
commerce: Provided further, That upon
notification by the Governor of any State
at any time after the date of enactment of
the Wholesome Meat Act, that he walves for
such State the periods of time specified
herein, and requests the designation of the
State under this paragraph (c), the Secre-
tary shall designate such State in accord-
ance with this paragraph, Thereafter, upon
request of the Governor, the Secretary shall
revoke such designation if the Secretary de-
termines that such State has developed and
will enforce requirements at least equal to
those imposed under title I and title IV of
this Act: And provided further, That, not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, if the Secretary determines that any
establishment within a State is producing
adulterated meat or meat food products for
distribution within such State which would
clearly endanger the public health he shall
notify the Governor of the State and the
appropriate Advisory Committee provided by
section 301 of the Act of such fact for effec~
tive action under State or local law. If the
State does not take action to prevent such
endangering of the public health within a
reasonable time after such notice, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, in light of the risk
to public health, the Secretary may forth-
with designate any such establishment as
subject to the provisions of titles I and IV
of the Act, and thereupon the establishment
and operator thereof shall be subject to such
provisions as though engaged in commerce
until such time as the Secretary determines
that such State has developed and will en-
force requirements at least equal to those
Imposed under title I and title IV of this
Act,

“(2) The provisions of this Act requiring in-
spection of the slaughter of animals and the
preparation of carcasses, parts thereof, meat
and meat food products shall not apply to
operations of types traditionally and usually
conducted at retail stores and restaurants,
when conducted at any retail store or restau-
rant or similar retail-type establishment for
sale in normal retall gquantities or service of
such articles to consumers at such estab-
lishments if such establishments are subject
to such inspection provisions only under this
paragraph (c).

“(8) Whenever the Secretary determines
that any State designated under this para-
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graph (¢) has developed and will enforce
State meat Inspection requirements at least
equal to those imposed under titles I and IV,
with respect to the operations and transac-
tions within such State which are regulated
under subparagraph (1), he shall terminate
the designation of such State under this
paragraph (c), but this shall not preclude
the subsequent redesignation of the State
at any time upon thirty days notice to the
Governor and publication in the Federal Reg-
ister in accordance with this paragraph, and
any State may be designated upon such no-
tice and publication at any time after the
period specified in this paragraph whether
or not the State has theretofore been desig-
nated upon the Secretary determining that
it is not effectively enforcing requirements at
least equal to those imposed under titles I
and IV.

“(4) The Secretary shall promptly upon en-
actment of the Wholesome Meat Act and
periodically thereafter, but at least annually,
review the requirements, including the en-
forcement thereof, of the several States not
designated under this paragraph (c), with
respect to the slaughter, and the preparation,
storage, handling and distribution of car-
casses, parts thereof, meat and meat food
products, of such animals, and inspection of
such operations, and annually report thereon
to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate
in the report required under section 17 of
the Wholesome Meat Act.

“(d) As used in this section, the term
‘State’ means any State (including the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico) or organized
territory.”

Sec. 16. SBald Act is hereby further amended
by adding after title III thereof, the following
new sections as:

“TITLE IV—AUXILIARY PROVISIONS

“Sec. 401. The Secretary may (for such pe-
riod, or indefinitely, as he deems necessary
to effectuate the purposes of this Act) refuse
to provide, or withdraw, inspection service
under title I of this Act with respect to any
establishment if he determines, after oppor-
tunity for a hearing is accorded to the ap-
plicant for, or recipient of, such service, that
such applicant or reciplent is unfit to en-
gage In any business requiring inspection
under title I because the applicant or re-
cipient or anyone responsibly connected with
the applicant or recipient, has been con-
victed, in any Federal or State court, of (1)
any felony, or (2) more than one violation
of any law, other than a felony, based upon
the acquiring, handling, or distributing of
unwholesome, mislabeled, or deceptively
packaged food or upon fraud in connection
with transactions in food. This section shall
not affect in any way other provisions of this
Act for withdrawal of inspection services
under title I from establishments failing to
maintain sanitary conditions or to destroy
condemned carcasses, parts, meat or meat
food produects.

“For the purpose of this section a person
shall be deemed to be responsibly con-
nected with the business if he was a partner,
officer, director, holder, or owner of 10 per
centum or more of its voting stock or em-
ployee In a managerial or executive capacity.

“The determination and order of the Sec-
retary with respect thereto under this sec-
tion shall be final and conclusive unless the
affected applicant for, or recipient of, in-
spection service files application for judiclal
review within thirty days after the effective
date of such order in the appropriate court
as provided in sectlon 404. Judicial review of
any such order shall be upon the record upon
which the determination and order are based.

“Sec. 402, Whenever any carcass, part of a
carcass, meat or meat food product of cattle,
sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, or other
equines, or any product exempted from the
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definition of a meat food product, or any
dead, dying, disabled, or diseased cattle,
sheep, swine, goat, or equine is found by any
authorized representative of the Secretary
upon any premises where it is held for pur-
poses of, or during or after distribution in,
commerce or otherwise subject to title I or
II of this Act, and there is reason to belleve
that any such article is adulterated or mis-
branded and is capable of use as human
food, or that it has not been inspected, in
violation of the provisions of title I of this
Act or of any other Federal law or the laws
of any State or Territory, or the District -of
Columbia, or that such article or animal
has been or is intended to be, distributed
in violation of any such provisions, it may
be detained by such representative .for a
period not to exceed twenty days, pending
action under section 403 of this Act or noti-
fleation of any Federal, State, or other gov-
ernmental authorities having jurisdiction
over such article or animal, and shall not be
moved by any person, firm, or corporation
from the place at which it is located when
80 detained, until released by such repre-
sentative. All officlal marks may be required
by such representative to be removed from
such article or animal before it is released
unless it appears to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that the article or animal is eligi-
ble to retain such marks,

“‘SEC. 403. (a) Any carcass, part of a carcass,
meat or meat food product of cattle, sheep,
swine, goats, horses, mules or other equines,
or any dead, dying, disabled, or diseased cat-
tle, sheep, swine, goat, or equine, that is
being transported in commerce or otherwise
subject to title I or II of this Act, or is held
for sale in the United States after such trans-
portation, and that (1) is or has been pre-
pared, sold, transported, or otherwise dis-
tributed or offered or received for distribu-
tion in violation of this Act, or (2) is capable
of use as human food and is adulterated or
misbranded, or (3) in any other way is in
violation of this Act, shall be liable to be
proceeded against and seized and condemned,
at any time, on a libel of information in any
United States district court or other proper
court as provided in section 404 of thls Act
within the jurisdiction of which the article
or animal is found. If the article or animal
is condemned it shall, after entry of the
decree, be disposed of by destruction or sale
as the court may direct and the proceeds, if
sold, less the court costs and fees, and stor-
age and other proper expenses, shall be pald
into the Treasury of the United States, but
the article or animal shall not be sold con-
trary to the provisions of this Act, or the
laws of the jurisdiction in which it is sold:
Provided, That upon the execution and de-
livery of a good and sufficient bond condi-
tioned that the article or animal shall not
be sold or otherwise disposed of contrary to
the provisions of this Act, or the laws of the
jurisdiction in which disposal is made, the
court may direct that such article or animal
be delivered to the owner thereof subject to
such supervision by authorized representa-
tives of the Secretary as is necessary to insure
compliance with the applicable laws. When
a decree of condemnation 1s entered agalnst
the article or animal and it 1s released under
bond, or destroyed, court costs and fees, and
storage and other proper expenses shall be
awarded agalnst the person, if any, inter-
vening as claimant of the article or animal.
The proceedings of such libel cases shall con-
form, as nearly as may be, to the proceedings
in admiralty, except that elther party may
demand trial by jury of any lssue of fact
joined in any case, and all such proceedings
shall be at the suit of and in the name of
the United States.

“(b) The provisions of this section shall
in no way derogate from authority for con-
demnation or seizure conferred by other
provisions of this Act, or other laws.

“Sec. 404. The United States district courts,

33643

the Distriet Court of Guam, the District
Court of the Virgin Islands, the highest court
of American Samoa, and the United States
courts of the other Territories, are vested
with jurisdiction specifically to enforce, and
to prevent and restrain violations of, this
Act, and shall have jurisdiction in all other
kinds of cases arising under this Act, ex-
cept as provided in section 7(e) of this Act.

“Sec. 405. Any person who foreibly assaults,
resists, opposes, impedes, intimidates, or in-
terferes with any person while engaged in
or on account of the performance of his of-
ficial duties under this Act shall be fined
not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more
than three years, or both. Whoever, in the
commission of any such acts, uses a deadly
or dangerous weapon, ehall be fined not more
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than
ten years, or both., Whoever kills any person
while engaged in or on account of the per-
formance of his official duties under this
Act shall be punished as provided under sec-
tions 1111 and 1114 of title 18, United States
Code.

“Sec. 406. (a) Any person, firm, or corpo-
ration who violates any provision of this Act
for which no other criminal penalty is pro-
vided by this Act shall upon conviction be
subject to imprisonment for not more than
one year, or a fine of not more than $1,000,
or both such imprisonment and fine; but
if such violation involves intent to defraud,
or any distribution or attempted distribution
of an article that is adulterated (except as
defined in section 1(m) (8) of this Act), such
person, firm, or corporation shall be subject
to imprisonment for not more than three
years or a fine of not more than $10,000, or
both: Provided, That no person, firm, or
corporation, shall be subject to penalties
under this section for receiving for transpor-
tation any article or animal in violation of
this Act if such receipt was made in good
faith, unless such person, firm, or corpora-
tion refuses to furnish on request of a rep-
resentative of the Secretary the name and
address of the person from whom he received
such article or animal, and coples of all
documents, if any there be, pertalning to the
delivery of the article or animal to him.

“(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
as requiring the Secretary to report for prose-
cution or for the institution of libel or in-
junction proceedings, minor violations of this
Act whenever he believes that the public
interest will be adequately served by a suit-
able written notice of warning.

“Sec. 407. For the efficlent administration
and enforcement of this Act, the provi-
slons (including penalties) of sections 6, 8,
9, and 10 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to
create a Federal Trade Commission, to de-
fine its powers and duties, and for other
purposes’, approved September 26, 1914 (38
Stat. 721-723, as amended; 15 U.S.C. 46, 48,
49, and 50) (except paragraphs (c) through
(h) of section 6 and the last paragraph of
section 9), and the provisions of subsection
409(1) of the Communications Act of 1934
(48 Stat. 1096, as amended; 47 U.S.C. 409(1) ),
are made applicable to the jurisdiction, pow-
ers, and duties of the Secretary in admin-
istering and enforcing the provisions of this
Act and to any person, firm, or corporation
with respect to whom such authority is ex-
ercised, The Secretary, in person or by such
agents as he may designate, may prosecute
any Inquiry necessary to his dutles under
this Act in any part of the United States, and
the powers conferred by sald sections 9 and
10 of the Act of September 26, 1914, as
amended, on the district courts of the United
States may be exercised for the purposes of
this Act by any court designated in section
404 of this Act.

“Sec, 408. Requirements within the scope
of this Act with respect to premises, facill-
tles and operations of any establishment at
which inspection is provided under title I
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of this Act, which are in addition to, or dif-
ferent than those made under this Act may
not be imposed by any State or Territory or
the District of Columbia, except that any
such jurisdiction may impose recordkeep=
ing and other requirements within the scope
of section 202 of this Act, if consistent there-
with, with respect to any such establish-
ment. Marking, labeling, packaging, or in-
gredient requirements in addition to, or
different than, those made under this Act
may not be imposed by any State or terri-
tory or the District of Columbia with re-
spect to articles prepared at any establish-
ment under inspection in accordance with
the requirements under title I of this Act,
but any State or Territory or the District
of Columbia may, consistent with the re-
quirements under this Act, exercise concur-
rent jurisdiction with the Secretary over arti-
cles required to be inspected under said title,
for the purpose of preventing the distribu-
tion for human food purposes of any such
articles which are adulterated or misbranded
and are outside of such an establishment, or,
in the case of imported articles which are not
at such an establishment, after their entry
into the United States. This Act shall not
preclude any State or Territory or the Dis-
trict of Columbia from making requirement
or taking other action, consistent with this
Act, with respect to any other matters regu-
lated under this Act.

“Sec. 409. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, including section 902(b)
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
(21 U.S.C. 302(a) ), the provisions of this Act
shall not derogate from any authority con-
ferred by the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metie Act prior to enactment of the Whole~
some Meat Act.

“(b) The detainer authority conferred by
section 402 of this Act shall apply to any
authorized representative of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare for purposes
of the enforcement of the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act with respect to any carcass,
part thereof, meat, or meat food product of
cattle, sheep, swine, goats, or equines that
is outside any premises at which inspection
is being maintained under this Act, and for
such purposes the first reference to the Sec-
retary in section 402 shall be deemed to refer
to the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

“Sec. 410. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.”

Sec. 17. The Secretary shall annually report
to the Committee on Agriculture of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate with
respect to the slaughter of animals subject to
this Act, and the preparation, storage, han-
dling and distribution of carcasses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products, of such
animals, and inspection of establishments
operated in connection therewith, including
the operations under and effectiveness of this
Act.

Sec, 18. The provisions relating to equine
meat and meat food products beginning with
the phrase “And, hereafter,” under the head-
ing “BUReAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY" and the
subheading “MEAT INSPECTION, BUREAU OF ANI~
MAL INDUSTRY:" in the Act approved July 24,
1919, entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture for the
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen
hundred and twenty" (41 Stat. 241; 21 U.S.C.
96), and paragraph (b) of section 306 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (46 Stat. 680, as amended;
19 U.8.C. 1306(b)) are hereby repealed.

Sec. 19. If any provision of this Act or of
the amendments made hereby or the appli-
cation thereof to any person or circumstances
is held invalid, the valldity of the remainder
of the Act and the remaining amendments
and of the application of such provision to
other persons and cilrcumstances shall not
be affected thereby.
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Sec. 20. This Act shall become effective
upon enactment except as provided in para-
graphs (a) through (d):

(a) The provislons of paragraph (b)(1)
and (c) of section 10 and the provisions of
sectlon 20 of the Federal Meat Inspection
Act, as amended by sections 7 and 10 of this
Act, and the provisions of section 18 of this
Act repealing paragraph (b) of section 306
of the Tariff Act of 1930, shall become effec-
tive upon the expiration of sixty days after
enactment hereof.

(b) The provisions of title I of the Federal
Meat Inspection Act, as amended by this
Act, shall become effective with respect to
equines (other than horses) and their car-
casses and parts thereof, meat, and meat
food products thereof upon the expiration
of sixty days after enactment hereof.

(c) Section 11 of this Act, amending sec-
tion 28 of the Federal Meat Inspection Act,
shall become effective upon the expiration
of sixty days after enactment hereof.

(d) Section 204 of the Federal Meat In-
spection Act, as added b section 14 of this
Act, shall become effective upon the expira-
tion of sixty days after enactment hereof.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, there
will be no further business this after-
noon—+that is, no voting; but I do wish
to reiterate to the Senate that there is
a very strong possibility there will be
votes on Monday next——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee will state it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, unauthor-
ized personnel are now on the floor of
the Senate making for confusion, which
makes it impossible to hear what the
majority leader just said. Could we not
have the Chamber cleared?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All such
personnel will leave the Chamber imme-
diately and the Sergeant at Arms will
carry out the order of the Chair.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in
order that there will be no confusion
as to what I said, the pending business
is the so-called Federal Meat Inspection
Act, reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

There will be no further voting today,
but it is the opinion of the joint leader-
ship that there is a very, very strong
possibility of votes on Monday, not only
on the pending business, but also on
other measures.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, when
does the Senator expect to bring up the
postal rate and pay raise bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD, On Tuesday next,
to be followed by the military pay raise.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it is 33
yvears ago that I voted for the original
social security bill in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

During those intervening years, the
program has been improved but, also, a
great deal of mischief has been wrought.

I voted for the bill today to commit
it to the tender keeping of the conference
committee, so that at least some of this
mischief can be undone.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I would
have been glad to vote for the bill to-
day, under other circumstances.

I regret, however, that this “Thanks-
glving turkey” had so much stuffing in
it that it could not possibly absorb it.

I think that the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WinLiams] correctly stated the

November 22, 1967

matter when he said that the benefits
under the bill, swollen as it is, may be
twice what they should be, to be financed
by the financing arrangement provided
by the bill.

Mr. President, I regret that the bill
got into such shape. I wish my friend, the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lonc], well in conference. I hope he
will bring back a bill more like the one
that was reported by his committee or,
hopefully, more like the one that came
over to us from the other body. I shall
certainly be glad to support it if it is in
reasonable proportions and if it is not
so swollen by proposed benefits and with-
out appropriate means to finance it. I
think that as passed, it is impossible fo
do that. I hope that the bill will come
}:tack in good shape, so that I can support

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I do be-
lieve that one bit of explanation is due.
As T have said repeatedly, the social se-
curity bill is a landmark bill. It provides
some benefits which are necessary.

With all due respect to the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Horranpl, this tur-
key is not overstuffed. For some people,
it is going to be a pretty thin Thanks-
giving, when all they are going to re-
ceive is less than $1,000 a year to live
on.

Congress has been very meager in
taking care of the country’s elderly peo-
ple. At the same time, repeated efforts
‘are made on the floor of the Senate for
all kinds of expensive ideas and pro-
‘grams which contribute little to the man
on the street and children and the el-
‘derly. We voted $70 billion for military
appropriations. The total cost of the
social security bill will be less than one-
'half of the year’s cost of the war in Viet-
nam. That puts into proper perspective
exactly how much priority we are giving
to the old people of America, our own
people, and how we are neglecting the
business of America while we are pre-
occupied with a war that is taking place
10,000 miles from home.

I hope and pray that that war will be
brought to an end and that we will ful-
fill the mandate for the Great Society
programs, which the country had a
chance to vote on in 1964,

The 1964 campaign was very definite-
ly fought and decided on the issue which
was decided on the floor of the Senate
and voted upon today.

As Senators will recall, there were two
great symbols in that campaign. One was
the tearing up of the social security
cards. Thank goodness we did not tear
them up today. We made the social secu-
rity system stronger. The other symbol
was portrayed so vividly upon my mem-
ory, that of the little girl picking a daisy,
with a background of mushroom clouds.
We had the decision to make as to
whether or not we were going into a
military escalation, a military involve-
ment overseas, taking the young people
of America, taking the dollars of Amer-
ica, taking the treasure of America.
Were we going to follow the designs of
what we and the Democratic Party char-
acterized as a trigger-happy candidate,
or were we going to follow peaceful pur-
suits, a doctrine of the afirmation of life,
and not of death, an affirmation of peace,
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and not of war, an affirmation of hope,
and not of despair? And these were ques-
tions for the old people, too. And the
people of America overwhelmingly said
that the issue was clearly drawn, and
they voted the greatest mandate for
peace that this Nation has ever shown.
President Johnson was given a mandate
for peaceful pursuits and for the Great
Society programs.

Now we are seeing daily the necessity
for cutting back on Great Society pro-
grams. Thank goodness, we did not cut
this social security program back, I was
the one who advocated the administra-
tion policy. I advocated the policy sent
here by President Johnson. I was the
one who introduced the amendments in
committee for that policy. I introduced
those amendments for the President. I
am not ashamed of what he had to say.
I just wish he had followed through on
the full mandate. I want him to continue
policies and programs for his announced
Great Society. I encourage him in this.

I find it very regrettable when we see
posters throughout the Nation asking the
people of the Nation to turn over pennies
and dimes for retarded children, when
this Congress authorized what it did for
the benefit of retarded children. But we
say now we cannot provide the money
for that purpose, because of the Vietnam
war. Fifteen million dollars is what we
spent last year. We should have spent
$30 million by the mandate that was
given. That is not very much, That is
about what 8 hours of the war in Viet-
nam costs us. But that is judged to be
too expensive, and we cut back for the
mental retardation facilities to about a
half day’s cost of the war.

I think it is very important for the
people of the United States to under-
stand what the Senate has done today.
It has reaffirmed the mandate for peace
made in 1964. Let us show that we want
to turn this Christmastide into a pageant
for peace, not a theater of war. I would
like to have us return to the doctrines of
peace.

With due respect for General West-
moreland, more people have been killed
in Vietnam while he has been telling us
about the great victories in that war. The
most serious battle of that war has been
going on over there in the meantime. We
have given him every dollar he has asked
for. We have put no strings on the ap-
propriations. This Congress has not told
him in what direction he shall fight the
war. He has a right to bomb as he wants.
This Congress has not put any strings
on its appropriations.

I think this is a time when we should
see the true picture. This is a time when
a great deal of soul searching must go on.
Thank goodness that the Senate did not
turn its back on the old people of Amer-
ica.

I hope we will get on with the business
of America. We have forgotten Ameri-
cans. We have forgotten them because
of something called Vietnam, because of
a man called Ho Chi Minh, as if Ho Chi
Minh is going to come to the doors of
San Francisco tomorrow morning. They
say we have a war with China. There is
no war with China that I know of. For
26 years they have been fighting there.
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Probably there are some Chinese help-
ing them, but we have half a million of
our own people there. The populations
of North and South Vietnam are about
even. We have a half million of the best
trained American troops there, all of
our technology, all of our planes, all of
the money of the greatest, most powerful
nation in the world. Yet, some way, we
do not seem to be able to win, because it
is not that kind of war.

Month after month after month we
see the American casualty lists from
South Vietnam amounting to more than
the casualty lists of the South Viet-
namese themselves.

These are questions on which the Sec-
retary of State should come and discuss
before the Foreign Relations Committee.
I say to you, Mr. Chairman, I do not ex-
cuse the Foreign Relations Committee
for not demanding that he come and
testify publicly before the people who
have a vital interest in the security of
this country. What excuse is there for
him to say, “I cannot tell the Senators
of the United States in public session
what this war is all about”?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I asked
the Senator to yield first.

Mr. HARTKE. I will yield to the Sena-
tor from Florida. I yield first to the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. I made reference to him, and he
may want to answer that comment.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to reply to the Senator’s statement
with regard to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. Since he made a similar re-
quest or statement some time ago, the
committee itself met in executive session
with the Secretary of State and we dis-
cussed for nearly 3 hours his coming be-
fore the committee in public session. He
took it under advisement., He did not
want to make a decision at that time.
This was about 2 weeks ago. He said
he would notify the committee very
promptly thereafter as to his decision as
to whether he could come or not.

Then he called me again on Sunday
night and said he regretted not being able
to make a decision as to whether he
should come in public session. He said he
would need more time to make up his
mind and make his decision. He did not
make an absolute promise, but he inti-
mated that at the beginning of the next
week he would let the committee know
if he would come in public session.

I want to state to the Senator from
Indiana that, as a constitutional matter,
I do not believe my committee can force
the Secretary of State to come in public
session. He is an official appointed by
the President, and I think under the
constitutional prineiple of the division of
powers he is immune to subpena to come
before the committee.

I have done everything I can. This is
the third or fourth time we have asked
him to come. At the last meeting, al-
though there are some members of the
committee who do not believe he should
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come, but I believe the majority does;
I am confident the majority believes he
should come to a public session, as I be-
lieve he should, to explain this policy.
I believe it would be to his own interest,
to the country’s interest, and certainly
to the committee’s interest, if he would
come. So I do not think the committee
has been delinquent in its efforts to get
the Secretary to come before it in public
session.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is about all I
have to say about that.

Let me add this word. I want to asso-
ciate myself with one idea of the Senator
from Indiana, with particular reference
to some of the comments that have been
made with regard to this bill as if this
bill was the reason for the deficit, or a
primary reason for a deficit, a disarray,
a dislocation of not only our economy
but that of Great Britain.

Yesterday afternoon someone made a
powerful speech about calling our atten-
tion to the collapse, practically, of the
economy of Great Britain and intimating
the social security bill is one of the prin-
cipal reasons.

I only wish to agree with the Senator
from Indiana that this is not a very ac-
curate sense of perspective. I think the
war in Vietnam is the primary cause of
the difficulties we are confronting, both
social and economie, in this country, and
also contributes to the dislocation of the
economies of other countries.

This prognostication about Great Brit-
ain is very ominous to me, because if we
follow the imperial example of Great
Britain, it will not be too long before we
will be in exactly the same position. It
will not be because of social security;
it will be because of our stupid policy in
Southeast Asia.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, in just
one moment. Before I yield, I say to the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I understand the persistence
with which he has insisted upon the at-
tention of the Nation being focused on
the fact that the Secretary of State has
not appeared publicly and explained that
high and noble purpose, which the Amer-
ican people have a right to hear ex-
plained before they send their young
men to die.

I am not a member of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, but I do think it
is necessary for the Secretary of State
to explain, and publicly explain, to this
Nation what the war is all about.

We have seen their staged public dis-
plays throughout the country, in front of
their own klieg lights, on their own plat-
forms. In some cases there are patsy
questions, served like a softball so that
they can hit it straight out in left field.

I do not care how many appearances
like that they make, even at Indiana
University; if the Secretary of State
wants to come to my State and make
statements, he may do so. Whether he
wants to answer the questions of stu-
dents is his own business.

But it is my opinion that good faith re-
quires, if he does that, if he goes out to
the highways and byways and speaks to
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the public, he ought also to appear pub-
licly before that responsible group who
have been elected to public office, who
want to be able to tell their constituents
exactly what the Secretary of State
means when he says thus and so. He will
testify in public in the presence of every-
body else; I think it is only fair to Amer-
ican mothers, wives, and sweethearts,
only fair to the people of this Nation, that
he appear to shed some light on this defi-
nite area of anxiety. They may say as
often as they wish that it should be ob-
vious to the country what we are doing
there;: but I say that all America is
asking why, and asking why in increas-
ing numbers.

I yield to my friend from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for yielding,

Adverting, if I may, to the social se-
curity bill—because that is the subject
on which the able Senator from Indiana
began his remarks—I ask him whether
he is of the impression that the financ-
ing portion of the bill is anything like
adequate to cover the commitments made
by the portions of the bill that create
benefits with a very lavish hand.

Mr. HARTKE, I certainly do. If the
distinguished Senator will look on page
9 of the Social Security Amendments of
1967, if he has any faith in the actuary—
who has been here for years, even
through the Republican administra-
tion—as I pointed out in my remarks
earlier, before the passage of the bill, not
alone is the financing adequate, but by
1972, will exceed the needed amount by
$8.6 billion, with a whole year’s pay-
ments in reserve.

The prosperity of America has made
such an increase possible. All one has to
do is look at it. This year alone, as pro-
vided by the Finance Committee, we will
have contributions of $31.2 billion. How
much of that money will be put into peo-
ple’s pockets? We are going to put in
their pockets $29 billion. The arithmetic
11? very simple—a difference of $2.2 bil-

on.

I argued in the committee that it was
too much. This bill is overfinanced. There
is no question about it. No insurance
company could competitively stay in
business, if it were managed in the same
way this bill is being run, because it
would have priced itself out of the mar-
ket. We are collecting too much in ex-
cess of what we need.

There is no reason why a man work-
ing on a factory assembly line, or his em-
ployer, should be required to pay money
into the fund beyond what is necessary
to pay for the benefits to be received.
That was the original concept of social
security, and that is the concept under
which it should be operated now. But
here, for the first time in the history of
the social security law, there is an at-
tempt to make it an instrument of fiscal
policy, so that the Treasury could bor-
row money from the social security
fund—which is legal—at a lower interest
rate than available in the marketplace,
to finance the war in Vietnam.

Whether you approve or disapprove of
the war is immaterial; it has to be paid
for, and this is one way they seek to do it.

Mr. HOLLAND. May I say that I ap-
preciate the Senator’s brief answer, and
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I must say that so far as I am informed,
the machinery to finance social security

is inadequate to finance, not the original

bill—

Mr. HARTEKE. In what year?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am talking about
the swollen bill which we have just
passed, and which has been inflated by
dozens of amendments.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. There is one more
question I wish to ask the Senator, if I
may, and I hope he will be at least equal~
ly brief in answering that one.

I understand that the distinguished
Senator supported ardently the Presi-
dent’s bill for the social security im-
provements. Do I understand the Sena-
tor feels that this bill which we have
just passed has even the remotest re-
semblance to the President’s request?

Mr, HARTKE. It certainly does. If the
Senator wishes to go through the whole
measure, I can go through the entire bill.
I sat there through most of it; I think my
attendance before that committee was
as good as anybody else’s.

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me that
anyone who wants to read this bill, and
reads the President’s request, is bound
to come to the conclusion that this bill
is no more like the President’s bill than
day is like night; and that, to the con-
trary, this is an extremely swollen bill,
with numerous provisions in it which
cannot be financed, and which I hope
will be cut out in conference, so we
will have a reasonable approach to this
program, because I do not want to see
our old people persuaded that they have
something they have not got, or that
Congress has done something for them
which it has not done, because here is
a bill which is not properly financed,
which could not stand under its own
weight, and which I hope will come back,
under the able leadership of the Senator
from Louisiana, out of conference in a
much better form, so that we may sup-
port it and say to our elderly friends,
“We have given you something that is
meaningful, because we have provided
for the payment of the additional bene-
fits which we are voting.”

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I just
want to say that I am sure the Senator
from Florida is persuaded by somebody,
some place, that there is a great dis-
crepancy between this bill and the Pres-
ident’s message. I know that the Presi-
dent himself would say that this bill, in
its main propositions, is identical to the
message which he sent.

It calls for a 15-percent increase,
across the board, and calls for a mini-
mum benefit of $70 a month, as recom-
mended by the President.

It calls for an increase in benefits for
those over the age of 72, as recommended
by the President.

It calls for fairness in treatment of re-
tirees for disability, the same over the
age of 52 as over the age of 67, as rec-
ommended by the President.

The basic provisions of the Presi-
dent’s message are incorporated in the
Finance Committee bill. The House of
Representatives cut it back to 12 per-
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gent, and cut the minimum payment to
50.

The House bill was short of what the
President had recommended. This, in all
substantial respects, is exactly the same
as what the President recommended.

As to the financing, the financing pro-
vided in this bill, not taking into con-
sideration last night, which is not ma-
terial in the long run—even though the
Senator may think so, it is not——

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
mean that the amendments we passed
last night can be brushed off without any
consideration?

Mr. HARTKE, In most cases that is
right.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr, HARTKE. The financing, as rec-
ommended by the President, called for
a surplus of collections over expenditures
of $300 million. The financing of this
bill, even though I did not approve of
it, calls for a surplus of collections over
expenditures of $2,100 million—some
$1,800 million more in excess than the
President recommended.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. So if Senators think
that is fiscally responsible—which I
think is fiscally irresponsible, to collect
more than you need in a social security
fund—but if that is the Senators’ defini-
tion of fiscal responsibility, this Finance
Committee bill, according to that defini-
tion, is $1,800 million more fiscally re-
sponsible than the message the Presi-
dent sent down here.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE, I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, what
did the Senator mean in his earlier
statement when he said: “This bill was
too much.” Those were the words he
used.

Mr. HARTKE. I said there is too much
money in the bill. There is too much
collection of money. We are taking from
the employers and employees more than
we should take. We are telling the em-
ployers and employees they should put
in more money. In the financing of this
bill we are to go back to every employer
and employee in America and say, “We
want to tax you more than is necessary.”

That is what this bill has done. How-
ever, I could not persuade the Finance
Committee or some of the Senators to
whom I spoke. However, this is a fact.

By the year 1972 we will have $8.6 bil-
lion more in the trust fund than we will
be paying out in benefits in that year
alone, plus 1 year in reserve.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senator did do a good deal about this
particular matter. Did not the bhill from
the Finance Committee provide for a
surplus of over $4 billion?

Mr. HARTKE. This was the original
adoption.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And the Senator
did succeed in cutting that.

Mr. HARTKE. It was more than $5
billion in excess.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator did
succeed in cutting down the surplus
above the payments of about $2.1 billion.

1\;[1-. HARTEKE. The Senator is cor-
rect.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. He did cut that in
about half.

Mr. HARTKE. The purpose of the
Finance Committee was that they were
going to put a slush fund in there of $5
billion so that the Treasury could go over
and borrow that money. That was the
argument. There is no dispute about it.
There is no dispute about the fact that
we need money to finance the bill.

They said that we needed to take the
money out of the economy and that this
would be the way to take the money out
of the economy.

This was the argument of the ranking
minority member, and it was the argu-
ment, for a while, even of the adminis-
tration.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
state the present accumulated surplus in
the social security fund?

Mr. HARTKE. The accumulated sur-
plus was $29 billion for last year after
payments of $25 billion, which means
that there was a surplus of $4 billion.

IMr. FULBRIGHT. Accumulated sur-
plus.

Mr. HARTKE, The Senator is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That means that
over a period that much more has been
collected in its accounts than has been
paid out.

Mr, HARTEKE., The Senator is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want the Senator
from Florida to be convinced. He seems
to intimate that this whole program is
spending more in benefits than has been
collected either in the past or at the
present.

L I\lﬁ' HARTEKE. The Senator is exactly

Mr. FULBRIGHT. However, if I un-
derstood the experts and the staff and
others correctly, that just is not so.

Mr. HARTEKE. The Senator from
Arkansas is exactly right.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I will be glad to yield to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Arkansas underestimates his friend, the
Senator from Florida.

The Senator from Florida knows the
entire situation in that pool.

I know that the past and present pur-
pose is to keep in that fund enough to
cover a year's payments,

I know that does not approach the de-
gree of safety actuarially that is required
of insurance companies and others. This
is an insurance program.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. And I am well advised
about the program. I know that with
all of the amendments stuck on the bill,
which the distinguished senior Senator
from Indiana says can be brushed off,
these are amendments that cannot be
financed by the bill,

The Senator from Florida is not willing
to vote for a bill that has an accumu-
lation of all those amendments. And he
cannot see how any other Senator would
vote for it.

These were amendments that the Sen-
ator from Indiana has admitted have to
be brushed off. Well, we cannot brush
off the action of a great body like the
Senate of the United States in solemnly
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voting funds which they know cannot be
paid and which they know are not going
to be paid.

The Senator from Florida is not going
to vote for such a bill. When the bill
goes to the House, I hope it will brush
off—and those were the words of the
Senator from Indiana, and they are very
accurate words—a lot of the amend-
ments in conference. I will then be glad
to vote for that bill. However, I will not
be on record as promising the old people
something which cannot be done.

The Senator from Arkansas knows
that it cannot be done. And the Sena-
tor from Indiana knows that it cannof
be done,

The Senator from Indiana speaks of
these amendments as amendments that
will have to be brushed off. Let us brush
them off, but we ought to have brushed
them off and defeated them before we
put them in the bill,

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I thank the
able Senator for yielding.

I compliment and congratulate the
able senior Senator from Indiana for the
contribution he has made to the consid-
eration and to the writing of the social
security bill which has just passed.

I concur in large part with the state-
ments the able Senator has made with
respect to the financing. I believe that
the actuarial experts of the Social Se-
curity Administration will confirm the
statements of the Senator from Indiana.

It is a matter of judement as to
whether it is wise to levy a tax to provide
revenue somewhat in excess of antici-
pated benefit payments.

I leaned toward a resolution of that
doubt in favor of a surplus in the social
security trust fund.

I wish to add that it is now my feel-
ing that we have levied taxes upon pay-
rolls to the maximum feasible extent.
Benefits added hereafter, in my present
view, to the extent they cannot be funded
by taxes provided in the pending bill,
should be financed from the general
revenue.

But the primary purpose for which I
rose was to make some comments upon
the criticism which the Senator has
leveled against the Committee on For-
eign Relations for not insisting upon the
appearance of the Secretary of State in
public session with respect to the policy
of the U.S. Government in Scutheast
Asia,

In part, I believe the action of the com-
mittee is subject to question; and unless
it pursues the issue, it will be subject to
criticism. The able chairman of the com-
mittee has related to us the repeated
efforts which he has made to secure the
appearance of the Secretary of State at
a public session of the Foreign Relations
Committee. This is well and good.

I should like to relate to the Senator
that prior to the Secretary’s recent ap-
pearance in executive session with the
committee on this subject, I had intro-
duced a motion in the committee which
would have directed the chairman to
communicate with President Johnson the
committee’s concern over this threatened
break in communication between the
Executive and the U.S. Senate on this
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critical issue. It was my view then, from
expressions around the committee table,
that a majority would have voted in
favor of my motion.

The distinguished majority leader sug-
gested that Secretary Rusk be invited
to appear before the committee in execu~
tive session, to discuss the advisability of
a public hearing. Thereupon, I withdrew
my motion, I thought the suggestion of
the distinguished majority leader to be
preferable, because it is better that we
preserve this comity; and if it can be pre-
served without one branch pressing its
rights and duties and prerogatives on
the other, that is good.

The session with the Secretary was
very satisfactory, at the conclusion of
which, as the chairman of the committee
has related, the Secretary said he would
advise the committee promptly. There
was no definition of that term.

I had intended on Monday of this
week to communicate with the chair=
man, requesting a further meeting of the
committee, to renew my motion, the com=-
mittee not having heard from the Secre-
tary of State. However, as the chairman
has related, on Sunday night the Secre-~
tary of State communicated with him by
telephone, and in effect requested some
additional time in which to reach a deci-
sion. Therefore, I further withheld the
motion.

I wish to say that this is not a decision
which is the responsibility of the Secre-
tary of State. This is an issue in which
the President of the United States and
the U.S. Senate have a constitutional re-
sponsibility. The Constitution places the
Senate and the President in a position of
limited partnership with respect to this
Nation’'s foreign affairs and the conduct
of its policy. I need not enumerate the
constitutional responsibilities and powers
of the Senate—advice and consent, use
of Armed Forces, confirmation, ratifica-
tion, and so forth.

So I should like to say to the able Sen-
ator that I would not be satisfied with a
negative decision of the Secretary of
State. If there is to be a breakdown in
public communication—such communi-
cation being essential in a democracy—
between the President and the U.S. Sen-
ate, I want the responsibility placed
where it belongs. I do not anticipate an
unfavorable reply from the Secretary of
State, because I believe President John-
son is fully aware of the responsibility to
the people with which not only he, as
President, is charged, but also with which
the U.S. Senate is charged by the Con-
stitution.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to permit me to make one
comment?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. MORSE, Does the Senator think
that the President of the United States
has been unaware of this controversy for
weeks? Why has the President remained
silent? The American people have been
entitled to have President Johnson order
the Secretary of State before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

The Senator has put the responsibility
where it belongs—on the doorstep of the
White House. But I do not share the view
of the Senator from Tennessee, if I in-
terpret his remarks correctly, that we
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should wait any longer for the President.
The President should have acted a long
time ago in regard to a basic constitu-
tional issue—that is, whether or not a
Cabinet officer will be allowed to refuse
to come before a legislative committee of
Congress and testify in public.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as I have
said, it has appeared to me that patience
on the part of the Senate might be the
better part of wisdom. Surely, there must
be an end to that practice. But I believe
that the ultimate preservation of the
equation, preserving the vitality of com-
munication in the public interest, is the
most important objective here.

I started to comment about responsi-
bility to the public and President John-
son’s awareness of that responsibility.
What greater issue is there than that of
peace or war? What can be the subject
of more vital debate than whether Amer-
ican boys are being sent to fight and die
for a cause in which our national secu-
rity is truly involved?

Now, it is good to communicate to the
public on a one-way line, some commu-
nication being better than none. It is
better to communicate to the public ac-
curately and fully, and this cannot be
accomplished by a one-way line—al-
though that is good insofar as it goes—
but only by incisive examination of the
issues.

Yesterday, General Westmoreland ap-
peared before the National Press Club
and outlined the war strategy for all to
read. Had a dissenter ventured to outline
the military strategy for the next 2 years
of the war in Vietnam, I wonder if some-
one would not have raised the guestion
whether this was an aid to the enemy.

As I understand the general’s state-
ment, perhaps inadequately, we are ad-
vised now that the plan for 1968 is an
undertaking to liquidate the war in the
northern part of Vietnam, and to en-
courage the South Vietnamese Army
then to take over the major part of re-
sponsibility in that area. Whether this
comtemplated role can be described as
a holding operation or pacification I am
not sure. But then, after 1968, as I read
the strategy, it is for the U.S. Army to
plunge heavily into the essentially civil
war portion of the war in the delta,
where we are advised that almost 100
percent of the enemy is not North Viet-
namese but indigenous people of South
Vietnam who have for years been in
strife, or civil war, with the Government
in Saigon.

I did not rise to discuss the strategy
which General Westmoreland outlined.
Whether this is a wise course I do not
wish to question at this time. I only make
the point that communication is being
had with the American people, but it is
on a one-way line.

Members of the U.S. Senate, who are
versed in the history of the area, of the
people involved, who are conversant with
the conferences, the background infor-
mation, who have seen some of the
cables, and who have been privy to much
of the confidential information, could
subject advocates of the policies to an
examination of those policies, not con-
tentiously, I hope, but with probity and
incisiveness in order to arrive at a wise
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policy on which the American people
could unify.

Mr, President, what this country
needs is unity and a policy; unity and
a wise policy. How do we achieve that
in a democracy? By one-way communi-
cation? I do not think so, Unless we can
achieve unity through the educational
process, through public understanding,
through debate, through public analysis
of policies and objectives, then that unity
is not achievable except by methods
which are not consistent with the tradi-
tions of America.

Mr. President, a few days ago Pres-
ident Johnson held a press conference
in which, in response to a question, he
sald the United States is resisting ag-
gression in South Vietnam.

The day before, I believe, I was in
communication with a high administra-
tion official. I inquired as to what is the
organized military strength of the North
Vietnamese military now in South Viet-
nam. The answer was 55,000 troops. I
asked him if the United States of Amer-
ica did not have approximately 500,000
troops there. That was affirmed.

I asked: Under what circumstances
could we have peace there, in light of
this aggression which we are resisting?
His answer was that if North Vietnam
would withdraw its troops there can be
peace.

That sounds very well on a one-way
communication to the American people.
But I asked a second question: If North
Vietnam would withdraw her 55,000
troops, would the United States with-
draw her 500,000 troops, and permit self-
determination by the South Vietnamese.
The answer was equivocal.

I asked: If North Vietnam would with-
draw her 55,000 troops, what portion of
our 500,000 troops, or thereabouts, would
we withdraw? Again the answer was
equivocal,

So, Mr. President, if 500,000 troops,
with the great mobility we have, with
our air power, with the overwhelming
firepower we have, cannot in some way
deal with 55,000 less-equipped, less-
mobile troops, then there must be some
other element present. There is. That
other element is the civil war element;
the civil strife that has long existed in
South Vietnam, which, indeed, was pro-
moted by the French during their oc-
cupation, by the old strategy of dividing
in order to rule or conquer.

Mr. President, a statement which
sounds plausible and may be accepted
without question by many can be made
to the American people on a one-way
communication. However, there are many
persons who will not accept bland state-
ments. There can be no unity in this
country until the Government of the
United States is willing to discuss freely
and openly with representatives of the
American people before the American
people in public session the great issue
of war and peace.

What are our objectives, long-range
and intermediate, in Vietnam? Is this a
worthy cause? Is it a cause in which our
national security is vitally involved? For
what lesser cause should we send our
young men to fight and die?

So, Mr, President, without making a
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speech, which I surely had not intended
to do, let me say to the distinguished and
able senior Senator from Indiana that
unless the committee does press the issue
his criticism will be well based.

I concur in the patience of the chair-
man—thus far. But, unless we have an
answer next week, in the affirmative, I
shall communicate with him, asking for
a session of the committee to renew my
motion. Once this issue is brought
squarely to the attention of the Presi-
dent, I am confident that with his de-
votion to the principles of democracy,
with his dedication to the precepts and
the principles of a government of the
people, by the people, and for the people,
his belief in the people’s right to know,
this decision will not be left for the Sec-
retary of State to make. I would not leave
it just for the President to make. The
Senate is not without its powers, just as
it is not without its constitutional re-
sponsibility and duty.

I close by asking the distinguished and
able senior Senator from Indiana to be
patient a little longer, but unless this
public communication eventuates, then
the committee and the Senate is subject
to censure unless it presses the perform-
ance of its duty which, in my view, is
clearly constitutionally fixed.

I thank the able Senator.

Mr. HARTKE. I want to thank the
able Senator from Tennessee. I quite
concur with his statement that a great
constitutional question is involved.

THE SOUTH VIETNAMESE ARMY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
October 17 issue of the Washington
Daily News published an article contain-
ing certain charges leveled at the ca-
pability of the South Vietnamese Army.
This article alleged that a Member of the
Senate complained that the United
States was saddled with a military white
elephant in Vietnam.

Specifically he charged that—

(1) Some American Intelligence officers
estimate that as many as 30 per cent of the
soldiers in the South Vietnamese Army are
sympathizers or agents of the Viet Cong;
(2) the South Vietnamese Army is riddled
with corruption and inefficlency.

After reading this piece in the Wash-
ington paper I wrote Hon. Ellsworth
Bunker, American Ambassador to Viet-
nam, and asked if he had information
to refute the above charges. I have re-
cently received from our Embassy at
Saigon a letter signed by the Chargé
d’Affaires which indicates that the first
charge is unfounded. With regard to the
charge of corruption in the South Viet-
namese Army, this letter points out that
the Vietnamese have organized an in-
spector general system similar to our
own and have recently charged some 50
officers of various ranks with corrupt
activities.

Mr. President, I am pleased to have
this report from our Embassy and evi.n
more pleased to see this defense of the
South Vietnamese Army, and I ask
unanimous consent to have the letter
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
Sa1coN,
November 14, 1967.
Hon. STROM THURMOND,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SEnATOR THURMOND: In his absence,
Ambassador Bunker has asked me to reply to
your letter of October 18, 1967, requesting in-
formation with which to refute charges
against the South Vietnamese Army (ARVN).

The allegation that “as many as 30 per-
cent of the soldlers in the South Vietnamese
Army are sympathizers or agents of the Viet
Cong" is, In our opinion, unfounded. Our
own intelligence and that of the South Viet-
namese do not support any such allegation,
and we believe that Viet Cong penetration of
the ARVN is negligible. In a country with a
history like Vietnam covert Viet Cong sym-
pathizers may exist in many sectors, but we
believe that the allegation is a gross exag-
geration and highly misleading.

As for the effectiveness of the ARVN, I
believe their performance has not been ac-
curately reported. American reporters tend
to report the activities of American units in
much greater detall than of Vietnamese
units. A case in point is the recent victory at
Loc Ninh, Binh Long Province, The U.S. press
reported day after day the repulsion of re-
peated enemy attacks, and gave the impres-
sion that this was done by United States
Forces. In fact, the military targets of the
attack were the district headquarters and
the Clvillan Irregular Defense Group camp,
both Vietnamese, with only a few American
advisors, It was these establishments which
repelled the enemy attacks, with heavy ene-
my casualties.

Major United States Forces were brought
into the area to support the Vietnamese and
give assurance that the Viet Cong could not
gain control. The United States units were
engaged in the later stages and inflicted heavy
casualties on the enemy. The Vietnamese,
however, merit equal credit with our own
Forces in the great victory at Loc Ninh.

Loc Ninh is not an isolated incident. The
Vietnamese Armed Forces have engaged in
many successful operations, and their effec-
tiveness is steadily improving. The number
of unit operations has increased 27 percent
in the first half of 1967 over the same period
in 1966. The desertion rate has been reduced
by 50 percent, and they are new capturing
weapons at a rate of two for every one cap-
tured by the enemy, whereas in the first half
of 1966 weapons captured and lost were about
even.

As for charges of corruption, we need to
find some sound perspective to examine them.
Corruption exists to some degree everywhere,
even in the United States. If corruption ex-
ists in the Vietnamese Armed Forces, it has
not prevented the effective military perform-
ance of those forces. In any case, the Viet-
namese have organized an Inspector Gen-
eral system similar to our own, and have
recently charged some 50 officers of various
ranks with corrupt activities. They are try-
ing to reduce corruption.

If I can be of further assistance, please do
not hesitate to write me.

Sincerely,
EvuceNE M. LoCKE,
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim.

EMBARGO OF CHROMITE SHIP-
MENTS FROM RHODESIA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
wish to make a few remarks upon a most
important subject; namely, the embargo
of chromite shipments from Rhodesia.

It has come to my attention that the
Foreign Assets Control Division of the
Treasury Department on November 14
denied an application by the Foote Min-
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eral Co. for a special license to import
chrome ore from the company’s mines
in Rhodesia. The effect of this denial,
which appears to have been issued with
the concurrence, even at the insistence,
of the State Department, will be to de-
stroy the Rhodesian mines and force us
to become dependent upon the only other
major supplier, the Soviet Union.

I need hardly point out that the ele-
ment chromium is cataloged as one of
the most important strategic and critical
materials. There is no known substitute
for chromium in the production of stain-
less steel and other sophisticated alloys.
It is vital not only to our effort in Viet-
nam, and to military and space pro-
grams everywhere, but also to our general
technological posture. Chromium is es-
sential to all kinds of research and de-
velopment. Without it, even peaceful
progress would come to a halt.

The only countries capabie of supply-
ing in quantity high-grade chromium
ore, or chromite as it is called, are Rho-
desia and the Soviet Union. The John-
son administration’s needless policy of
embargoing chromite imports from Rho-
desia under Executive Order 11322 means
that we must rely more and more upon
the Soviet Union for a technological life-
line. The reliability of that lifeline may
be judged somewhat by the fact that the
Soviet Union has raised its prices for its
1968 contracts by amounts up to and ex-
ceeding 20 percent. Chrome ore prices,
currently $30.50 to $33 per ton, have gone
up to a range of $36.50 to $40 per ton.

The grand absurdity of forcing U.S.
suppliers to become dependent upon an
enemy out to destroy us has been evi-
dent for some time, but it was assumed
that the policy was only intended as a
temporary pressure tactic adopted pur-
suant to an error in judgment. However,
the denial of the Foote Mineral applica-
tion introduces some wholly new ele-
ments into the situation. These elements
are:

First. Foote Mineral is an American-
owned company, and its Rhodesian
mines are wholly owned by the Ameri-
can company.

Second. Foote asked for a special li-
cense to bring in only a nominal amount
of ore, that is, 40,000 tons per year.

Third, This tonnage represents the
output of minimal caretaker operations
at its mines. Such operations are neces-
sary to protect mine shafts and facings,
and to hold together work crews and
skilled technicians. The cost of keeping
the mines open is $900,000 per year.

Fourth. If the mines are abandoned
and flooded, it would take 3 years and
many millions of dollars to reopen them.

Fifth. The United States has current
stockpiles of chromite to last for 6
months, the strategic stockpile has
enough for only 215 years.

Thus it can be seen that the State
Department’s embargo policy is hurting
not only Rhodesia, but also an American
company; moreover, it does not take
much arithmetic to see that if these
mines are forced to close, the United
States would become wholly dependent
for its supply of chromite for a period of
many months, even years, upon its ma-
jor political and military enemy. Even
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as long as the embargo lasts, U.S. policy
is depleting U.S. monetary reserves to
pay increased Soviet prices and wind-
fall profits.

Since 1963, the production of stain-
less steel in this country has increased
from 1 million ingot tons to over 1.6 mil-
lion ingot tons. Ferrochrome is a basie
alloy in the production of stainless steel.
Of particular significance in the manu-
facture of ferrochromium is the chrome-
iron ratio in the chromite. As Foote
pointed out in its license application, the
United States, indeed, the whole West-
ern Hemisphere, produces practically no
metallurgical grade chromite. In the
Eastern Hemisphere, Turkey and India
are the principal producers, besides
Rhodesia and the Soviet Union. But
neither Turkey nor other small producers
can expand production quickly or eco-
nomically.

Foote Mineral Co. uses the produce of
its own mines in its manufacturing proe-
esses here in the United States. In apply-
ing for an import license, Foote stated:

Since 1916, the applicant has been engaged
in the business of producing, processing and
selling lithium minerals and chemicals,
electrolytic manganese, lime, silicon metal,
ferroalloys (including ferrochrome, ferro-
silicon, and ferrovanadium) and metal based
chemicals plus the mining of ores and the
milling of uranium and vanadium concen-
trates.

Thus it can be seen that the policy of
the State Department will have a direct
effect on American industry. Foote, and
other chrome producers, will be forced
to use lower grade ores, with the attend-
ant increase in costs, or pay ever-increas-
ing prices to the Soviet Union for met-
allurgical-grade ore for as long as the
Soviet Union retains its desire to sell for
hard currency. The result will be that
our stainless steel industry will face a
shortage of high grade alloy, or have to
pay higher costs.

The policy of the State Department
obviously harms the United States at
large more than Rhodesia. Moreover, an
American firm will have to face signifi-
cant losses simply because of State De-
partment zealotry. Foote says in its
application:

The nature of the Company's chromite
mining techniques in Rhodesla is such that
the closure of the principal mining shafts
would be tantamount to the loss of the
shafts, drives, and workings themselves.

A key point in the issue is that Foote
did not ask for an import license which
would make a return to full production
possible. Foote asked only to be allowed
to import enough ore to keep the mines
operating at the lowest possible level.
Executive Order 11322 contains author-
ity for such an exception. I believe that
the State Department’s entire policy on
Rhodesia is unreasonable; but its failure
to grant even a minor exception for the
sake of protecting American invest-
ments, vital to U.S. defense, shows that
its policy is shortsighted and vindictive.

The State Department is engaged in a
vendetta against Rhodesia, and against
all the people in Rhodesia, black and
white. Its cruelty is again evident in the
facts presented by Foote:

The company currently employs approxi-
mately 1200 native employees and 27 Euro-
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pean employees in its operations. The native
population directly supported with clinies,
schools, housing and food production, is esti-
mated at approximately 5000 people. The
major portion of these employees and their
families are immigrants to Southern Rho-
desla. It is belleved that the community
under the burden of sanctions cannot re-
employ this population, and it is anticipated
by our staff that the major portion of them
will have to be deported against their will,
primarily to Zambia and Malawi.

Mr. President, I would like to point out
one more way in which the State Depart-
ment policy will directly affect American
interests. It is already quite evident that
the U.N. sanctions are being widely dis-
regarded by the rest of the world, es-
pecially when it is in the interest of
many nations to do so. I deplore the
hypocrisy of these nations. However, at
least they are realistic enough to ignore
them when their own vital interests are
involved. Despite the sanctions, Rhodesia
has managed to export one-third of its
chrome ore, principally to Japan. When
the Japanese refine this ore, they are
helping themselves; but if the United
States is forced to import Japanese
chrome, then American jobs will have
gone down the drain. From the stand-
point of the American economy, it is far
better to import the ore and refine it
here, than to import the refined prod-
uct.

The American company, Foote Min-
eral, is in a very awkward position. Its
operations are keyed to the use of its
own foreign assets. If its mining affili-
ate were to sell to Japanese producers,
or any other foreign producers, then its
parent company in the United States
would be seriously affected.

Moreover, if it were to abandon its
mines to the Rhodesian Government for
operation, the effect would still be to
encourage the production of ferrochrome
outside the United States.

Mr. President, the State Department
must abandon its incredible policy of
making us dependent upon the Soviet
Union for high-grade chrome ore. In my
view, the Senate Armed Services Pre-
paredness Subcommittee ought to look
into this matter, which is so vital to the
U.S. defense posture. There comes a time
when erroneous policies can no longer
be chalked off to poor judgment; this
policy must be changed.

EXTENSION OF LIFE OF JOINT COM-
MITTEE ON THE ORGANIZATION
OF CONGRESS

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and Senators Boags,
Case, METCALF, MUNDT, SPARKMAN, all
members of the Joint Committee on the
Organization of the Congress, I submit
a resolution which will extend the life,
through January 31 of next year only,
of the Special Committee on Congres-
sional Reorganization, and also will ex-
tend the resolution for providing the nec-
essary funds to continue it through that
period.

Unless we do this, the committee will
be without funds, and for that reason all
of the work that has gone into reorga-
nization and the passage of the bill by
the Senate would be lost.
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Under Senate Concurrent Resolution
2, approved January 31, 1967, as amend-
ed by Senate Concurrent Resolution 32,
approved June 12, 1967, the Joint Com-~
mittee on the Organization of the Con-
gress will expire December 31, 1967.
Under Senate Resolution 106, approved
April 11, 1967, as amended by Senate
Resolution 133, approved June 12, 1967,
the Special Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress of the U.S. Senate
will expire at the same time.

March 7, 1967, the Senate passed S.
355, the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1967, by a vote of 75 to 9. Passage of
S. 355 followed extensive debate of the
bill by the Senate in 18 days of sessions
covering a period of 6 weeks, during
which over 100 amendments were offered
and considered.

On March 9, 1967, S. 355 was referred
to the Committee on Rules of the House
of Representatives, where it is still pend-
ing. One day of hearings was held by
the Rules Committee, April 11, 1967, at
which time the testimony of the Hon-
orable Ray MappEN, of Indiana, cochair-
man of the Joint Committee on the Orga-
nization of the Congress, was taken. The
members of the Rules Committee had
not concluded their interrogation of Co-
chairman MaopeN at the time the session
of the Rules Committee adjourned. No
further hearings have been held and I
am told none are scheduled at this time.

I am informed that some 34 Members
of the House of Representatives, many
of them chairmen of House committees,
have requested the Rules Committee to
afford them an opportunity to appear
and present their views. In addition, the
Rules Committee has received a number
of communications from Members of
the House of Representatives, including
rather extensive memorandums prepared
by staffs of committees under the direc-
tion of the chairmen of House commit-
tees or subcommittees.

Also, I am informed that some of the
House members of the Joint Commitiee
on the Organization of Congress have
sought to meet some of the criticisms
and objections raised to S. 355 through
informal discussions and through the
preparation of drafts and committee
prints, with the assistance of the staff
of the joint committee.

In addition, I am informed that mem-
bers of the Rules Committee have studied
versions of S. 355 and other reorganiza-
tion bills with a view to working out
satisfactory phraseology in a bill to be
reported to the House. I am also informed
that some of the members of the Rules
Committee feel that further hearings will
be necessary before any bill is reported,
to hear and consider the objections raised
to the provisions of S. 355 in the form it
passed the Senate—that, if the Rules
Committee is unable to conduect such
hearings, the legislation be referred to
a special committee of the House to be
composed of the House members of the
Joint Committee on the Organization of
the Congress for the purpose of holding
such hearings and reporting a reorgani-
zation bill, and to request a resolution
from the Rules Committee for its con-
sideration on the floor of the House.

It is quite apparent that there will be
no opportunity for such hearings and
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markup of a bill before the adjournment
of the first session of the 90th Congress.

Also, I am informed that Representa-
tive Curtis, the ranking minority House
member on the Joint Committee on the
Organization of the Congress, with the
cosponsorship of Representatives HaLn
and CLEVELAND, the two other minority
House members of the Joint Committee
on the Organization of the Congress, on
November 8, 1967, introduced House Con-
current Resolution 578 to extend the
Joint Committee on the Organization of
the Congress through the second session
of the 90th Congress.

Representative CurTis made an ex-
planatory statement concerning this ac-
tion, which appears on page 31847 of
the CoNcrESSIONAL RECORD of November
8, 1967. This resolution, I am informed,
has been discussed informally on two
different occasions by the Rules Commit-
tee of the House in executive session, but
no action was taken by the committee and
it is unlikely that there will be further
meetings of the Rules Committee of the
House at which this matter could be con-
sidered before the adjournment of the
first session of the 90th Congress.

Of course, legislative reorganization
legislation, including S. 355, will remain
pending in the Rules Committee of the
House, as will House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 578 to extend or reactivate the Joint
Committee on the Organization of the
Congress.

The Senate members of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Organization of the Con-
gress, who also compose the Special
Senate Committee on the Organization
of the Congress, concur with me that it
would adversely affect the cause of con-
gressional reform if we do not do all
within our power to maintain the status
quo over the adjournment of the first
session of the 90th Congress.

The Senate overwhelmingly has ex-
pressed itself in favor of congressional
reform and should maintain itself in a
position to cooperate with the House of
Representatives in enacting meaningful
legislative reorganization. Reluctantly,
therefore, we request that the Special
Committee on the Organization of the
Congress created by Senate Resolution
203, agreed to August 26, 1966—as
amended and supplemented—be contin-
ued through January 31, 1968, and be
authorized to defray expenses from the
contingent fund of the Senate in an
amount not to exceed $10,000.

To accomplish this purpose, I have in-
troduced a resolution, cosponsored by my
Senate colleagues on the Joint Commit-
tee on the Organization of the Congress,
on which I urge the favorable considera-
tion of the committee.

In the committee's Report No. 304 to
accompany Senate Resolution 133 con-
tinuing the Special Committee on the
Organization of the Congress, it is stated:

The continuation of the special committee
is being requested primarlly for the purpose
of possible service by its members as Senate
conferees in the event that House-approved
amendments to S. 855, the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1967 (passed by Senate

on March 7, 1967) should not prove accept-
able to the Senate.

This purpose is as valid now as it was
when recited in the committee report.
The request is made for extension of
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the Special Senate Committee on the Or-
ganization of the Congress only until the
end of January 1968, because it is my
understanding that it is the practice of
the committee not to fund special com-
mittees for a longer time.

It is, of course, possible that the House
of Representatives may not have taken
action either on S. 355, the legislative
reorganization bill, or on House Concur-
rent Resolution 578 to continue the Joint
Committee on the Organization of the
Congress during January of 1968, in
which event it may be necessary to re-
quest a further extension and additional
funds.

During the life of the Joint Committee
on the Organization of the Congress, we
have consistently returned unused sub-
stantial portions of the funds authorized
and, at the time of the last extension in
June 1967, we had turned back in excess
of $90,000. The current funding resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 32,
authorized the sum of $50,000 from July
1, 1967, to December 31, 1967, and I am
informed that in all probability the com-
mitte will turn back in excess of $6,000
of this authorization. Since we are now
requesting only $10,000 for the month of
January and are turning back $6,000
of our current funds, it really means that
the Senate will provide only $4,000 in new
money if the Senate resolution is agreed
to

Mr. President, this resolution is nec-
essary to salvage the work that the
committee has done. Many Members
will remember the bill was on the floor
for a considerable amount of time, during
which it was modified and amended, and
all issues were thoroughly discussed. I
would dislike to see this work lost by the
expiration of the committee, when it
needs to be extended at least until Jan-
uary 31 of next year, to give that much
time to try to work out some type of
agreement with the Rules Committee of
the House as to what kind of bill can be
brought to the floor of the House.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Montana.

Mr. METCALF. I deem it a privilege to
cosponsor this resolution for the contin-
uing of the joint committee. I want to
compliment, the Senator from Oklahoma
for his superb leadership as cochairman
of the committee. We had dozens of
hours of hearings, heard scores of wit-
nesses, produced page after page of tes-
timony, comprising thousands of pages,
and volumes of hearings, from experts,
political scientists, historians, Members
of Congress, members of bureaus, and
administrative agencies downtown.

All of that work will go for naught and
will die unless we give the House an-
other chance to pass this bill, which
passed the Senate by a substantial
majority.

I think it is imperative if the skill and
the leadership that both cochairmen
have exercised and the amount of work
that has been put into this measure by
the committee, composed of both Senate
and House Members, is not wasted and
that there be another opportunity, at
least a final one, for the House to pass
this bill before we have to say that we
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will abandon the ship and abandon all
the good work, all the compromises, all
the steadfast work that the Senator from
Oklahoma did in getting the bill through
the Senate.

I want to compliment the Senator
from Oklahoma for the achievements
he has accomplished and for bringing
this resolution up today to give us one
last chance for the Congress to pass the
most significant Reorganization Act
since the time when the Senator from
Oklahoma, as a Member of the House,
participated in the La Follette-Monroney
bill, which was the last reorganization
bill we had.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my dis-
tinguished friend for his very kind com-
pliments, and also the junior Senator
from Montana for the great service he
has rendered throughout this matter. I
send the resolution to the desk for appro-
priate referral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 188) was re~
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

S. REs. 188

Resolved, That the Speclal Committee on
the Organization of the Congress, established
by Senate Resolution 293, 89th Congress,
agreed to August 26, 1966 (as amended and
supplemented), is hereby continued through
January 31, 1968.

Sec. 2. The special committee is hereby
authorized to exercise the powers conferred
upon it by section 2 of Senate Resolution 311,
89th Congress, agreed to October 17, 1966,
through January 31, 1968. The expenses of
the speclal committee from January 1, 1968,
through January 31, 1968, shall not exceed
$10,000, and shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon wvouchers
approved by the chalrman of the special
committee.

WHEAT PRODUCTION AND RESERVE
INCENTIVES

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I take
the floor to strongly urge that before
the year is ended, the distinguished
members of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry take up the
bill (8. 2617) of which I have the honor
to be a coauthor, together with the Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. McGovERN].

This bill is very similar to the Purcell
bill on wheat. It would set up an emer-
gency reserve on wheat in the amount of
200 million bushels, to be controlled by
the farmer, and for the storage of such
wheat. This would provide an ever-
normal storage situation for this most
vital of all crops.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say I com-
pletely share the point of view of the
Senator from Oklahoma and the Sena-
tor from South Dakota and, the next
time the bill is printed, I should like to
be included as a cosponsor.

Mr. MONRONEY. I should be very
grateful for the great assistance the
senior Senator from Oregon could pro-
vide on this bill.

This is the cheapest means of assuring
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the safety of our food supply I have
ever had the privilege to support. It will
cost us only the amounts that will be
required for the storage, at the regular
market rate. But the farmer, and not the
politician, will be in charge of releasing
the wheat if the carryover should drop
below the normal annual requirements.

This would keep the wheat supply from
moving up and down like a yo-yo. We
have been adjusting the wheat acreage
upward 1 year and then, through the
good fortune of having a bumper crop
when other wheat-producing nations
also have high yields, we have an over-
supply. This tears the price down and
requires a reduction of acreage.

This measure, as I have stated, follows
closely the Purcell bill, which I regret to
say was killed by the minority members
of the Agriculture Subcommittee on
Grains of the House of Representatives.
To have reported that bill instead of
killing it would have been a great step
forward. I am sorry to say all but two
of the votes were strictly along party
lines, and the bulk of the influence in
killing it was the result of an adamant
and, I think, unreasonable minority.

After it was killed, the price of wheat
dropped some 10 cents a bushel in price,
and the price has remained low, because
we have an overhang from the increase
of our acreage and the increase of our
supply.

I urge hearings by the Committee on
Agriculture on this bill, so that we can
give some hope to the wheat farmers
that they will not, by excess production,
suffer the price penalty that endangers
the supply of a food vital for human con-
sumption.

An outline of the hill, prepared not by
myself but by the National Association
of Wheat Growers, strongly supports the
McGovern-Monroney bill. The associa-
tion has summarized and briefed the bill
very succinctly, and I ask unanimous
consent that the outline, as published in
the National Association of Wheat
Growers Report From Washington of
November 3, 1967, be printed in the Rec-
orD at this point.

There being no objection, the outline
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

1. The Secretary of Agriculture is author-
ized to enter into agreements with producers
to place not more than 200 million bushels
of wheat from the 1067 crop In storage as
reserves.

2. The stored reserves would remain in the
hands of the producer and in return for en-
tering into the agreement he would receive
an interest free loan of 115% of present loan
values. In addition, storage costs on the re-
serves would be pald by the Secretary.

3. If carryover of wheat should drop to
16% of annual requirements (210 mil. bus.),
the BSecretary could terminate enough of
emergency reserve contracts to replenish the
supply avallable to the free market by 5%
(70 mil, bus.). If the emergency absorbed that
and stocks fell again, he could terminate
more contracts, but not more than 5% of a
year's supply at a time.

4, Producers could terminate the agree-
ment at the beginning of a marketing year
by giving notice of such termination not less
than 60 days before the beginning of such
marketing year.

6. If the Secretary initiates the termina-
tion, the producer could sell the commodity
and repay the loan or he could continue to
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hold at his own expense (storage and inter-
est). He would have a year to arrange for
other credit to repay the advance, to sell and
settle, or deliver the grain to the Secretary.

6. If the producer initiates the termina-
tion, he must repay the loan at time of sale
or deliver the wheat to the Secretary.

7. Provision would be made for stock
rotation.

8. Provisions are also included in the bill
for feed grains and soybeans.

Mr. MONRONEY. Also, because the
bill itself is brief and, strangely enough
for an agricultural bill, easily under-
standable by a lay reader. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
Recorp. It provides a clear indication
of *he great good its passage would do.

Again, I appreciate deeply the en-
dorsement of the bill by the senior Sena-
tor from Oregon, and the great help I
am sure he can provide toward secur-
ing its early passage.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 2617

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. It is the policy of the Congress
to establish and maintain reserves of stor-
able agricultural commodities adequate to
meet any foreseeable food and fiber shortage
which might arise in the Nation as a conse-
quence of any natural disaster, adverse food
production conditions for one or more years,
military actlons, or other causes, and to
assist other nations of the world in any food
emergency. It is further the policy of Con-
gress to establish much reserves in the con-
trol of producers in years of surplus
production and to assure their segregation
from the commercial market so that exlst-
ence of the reserves will not affect the level
of market prices.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to enter into agreements during
fiscal year 1986 with producers of not more
than two hundred million bushels of wheat,
five hundred million bushels of corn and/
or its equivalent in other feed grains, and
seventy-five million bushels of soybeans, all
from the 1967 crop, to place such commodi-
ties in storage under their control until re-
leased under the provisions of this Act. To
the extent possible, the opportunity to make
such agreements shall be extended to pro-
ducers who are cooperating in the appropri-
ate programs on a pro rata basis. In consid-
eration of the producers’ agreement to store
such commodities, the Secretary shall make
loans to the producers at 115 per centum of
the current price-support loan rate on the
commodities stored out of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, without interest,
and shall pay reasonable storage charges
each year so long as the commodities are not
required for consumption: Provided, That
when the domestic supply of wheat available
to the commercial market at the beginning
of a marketing year drops below 15 per
centum of the year’s requirements, the sup-
ply of feed grains drops below 10 per centum
of the year's requirements, or the supply
of soybeans drops below 5 per centum of the
year's requirements, the Secretary of Agri-
culture may, on sixty days’ notice, terminate
the payment of storage charges and walver
of interest charges on a sufficlent amount
of the earllest agreements to restore the
commercial market supply of wheat and
feed grain to a level 5 per centum of one
year's requirements above the level at which
the release of such emergency reserve com-
modities occurs, and of soybeans to a level
38 per centum above the release level. The
holder of an agreement thus terminated
shall have not less than a year following
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the termination notice to repay any Govern-
ment advances against the commodity in-
volved, or until the time of sale of such
commodity if it occurs earlier, together with
interest at a rate of not more than 5 per
centum per annum from the date of termi-
nation of the reserve agreement, or to de-
liver the commodity to the Government, in
discharge of any obligation.

Sec. 3. Producers may, under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture,
rotate commodities to keep the reserve stocks
in good condition. A producer may terminate
his agreement to carry emergency reserves at
the beginning of a marketing year for such
commodity by giving the Secretary of Agri-
culture notice of such termination not less
than sixty days before the beginning of such
marketing year, and by repaying any loans
or advances to the Government at the time
of sale, or by delivering the commodity to
the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture is
hereby directed to have a study made of
national and world food reserve require-
ments. Such study shall cover (1) wheat;
(2) feed grainms, including corn, barley, sor-
ghum, oats, and rye; (3) soybeans; (4) up-
land cotton; (5) rice; and (8) flaxseed.
report of findings of such study shall be ﬂlsd
with the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives as
soon as possible but not later than May 1,
1968, and it shall include, but not be limited
too

(1) The average year-to-year ylelds of each
of such commodities since 1900, adjusted for
trend, and the differences in annual produc-
tion such variations in yleld might make
from an acreage adequate at average yleld
to meet estimated national reguirements in
1968;

(2) The cumulative deficit in supply which
might result from a succession of below-
average years comparable to any such suc-
cession of below average years which has
occurred since 1900;

(3) The differences in year-to-year re-
quirements for each commodity domestically,
and in foreign trade and use, to reflect up-
surges in demand on our supplies of each
commodity resulting from natural disasters
here or abroad, below average crops here and
abroad, wars, or other causes.

THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1967

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
wish to say that I consider the Bayh
amendment, which was agreed to by a
vote of 50 to 23, to raise the limits of
what a retiree on social security can earn
from $1,500 to a total of $2,400 a year, as
being one of the most important steps
we have taken in soecial security matters.
I have urged the adoption of this prin-
ciple over a period of a great many
years, as a member of both the House of
Representatives and the Senate.

This, I believe, is a great forward step
in assuring the dignity of our elderly
citizens, insuring that they shall not be
penalized because they are industrious
enough, their work habits are strong
enough, their health good enough, and
their desire to be useful great enough to
seek employment.

It has always seemed to me a tragedy
for a system which has held itself out to
the world to be a model for the world to
follow to say to a beneficiary of our old
age assistance system, “If you earn more
than $1,500 a year, you are going to be
penalized progressively for the extra
work that you do.”

We can utilize without hindrance by
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this amendment a great reservoir of
wonderful people. They will pay social
security taxes and income taxes on their
earnings, and the only way that I can
rationalize the costs that are attributed
to this amendment by the committee is
to say that they will result from reducing
the amount of money that would other-
wise be taken from those retirees who
choose to work.

As the law now stands, if they work
hard enough, if they are successful
enough to obtain employment despite
their age, then the Government will
exact a tax that runs up to 50 percent of
everything they make, in order to comply
with a completely obsolete social se-
curity rule. That rule was put into the
first social security law, when we were
frightened at the number of people in
our labor supply.

‘We know now, from experience, that
our labor supply can run short, particu-
larly in many of our highly industrialized
areas, and we should seek to use this
pool of skills we have. We should not let
it deteriorate, and these people become
the victims of depressive feelings be-
cause they are not allowed to work, or,
if they do work, will be forced to forfeit
so0 much of their earnings that they will
feel they have been put on the shelf,
that the country has passed them by,
that their day of usefulness has ended.
If they choose to do so, I think they
should be permitted to work, and I com-
mend the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Baynrl for his foresight and his able
advocacy of this amendment.

I plead with the members of the con-
ference committee, when they go to con-
ference, to insist, as the No. 1 condition
of bringing the bill back, upon this long-
postponed right which our elderly eitizens
should have to make themselves useful,
when they are healthy enough and when
they desire to do so, and can go out and
find a job. It has always seemed to me
that being over 65 is hard enough with-
out, in addition, having to pay such a
penalty. Having to pay back what you
earn over $150 is contrary to American
traditions, and contrary to the interests
of the people who have retired. I com-
mend Senator BayH for his great insight
in conceiving this amendment, and his
generalship in having added to the bill
something that will long be remembered
as a giant stride forward in social seeu-
rity, in fair treatment of the retired, and
in preserving the human dignity of our
people over 65, who have not grown old—
because 65 is no longer old—but who, by
the standards of our giant industrial
corporations, must be pushed aside on the
day they attain that age, and who, under
our American system, are apt otherwise
to have to spend the rest of their lives in
idleness and indignity.

I point to the examples of two leading
citizens of Oklahoma to illustrate my
point.

The chairman of one of the leading
banks in Oklahoma, the Honorable Dan
Hogan, passed his 100th birthday last
week. The President of the United States
sent him a wire of congratulations. He
is still active in the bank, and only 2
years ago gave up quail hunting because
he had passed the age of 98,
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The publisher of two of Oklahoma's
outstanding newspapers, also a man who
manages not only those, but the Farm-
ers’ and Stockmen's Magazine and
radio and television stations all over the
country, is working actively at the age
of 94, and he walks more erectly, more
rapidly, and with greater vigor than do
I and many of my younger friends in the
Senate.

So, I say that there is the value of
gold in this change in the social security
law. These people must not be wasted by
America, America must not allow them
to feel cast off and out of society in a
Nation that prides itself on work and
work habits.

I appreciate again the authorship of
the amendment by the distinguished
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bayu] and I
thank him for his great ability.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] for his able sup-
port of this very fine amendment that
was agreed to by a majority of 50 to 23.

I thank the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] who has
worked in this fleld, and I believe he
would have offered an even greater op-
portunity for income had the Senate seen
fit to go along with his proposal.

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President, I thank the
senjor Senator from Oklahomsa for his
kind remarks and for his support in
securing the adoption of this amendment.
The Senator from Oklahoma, the distin-
guished chairman of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, long has cham-
pioned the cause of the elderly. He has
urged, on numerous occasions, that our
civil service laws be revised so that capa-
ble senior citizens may continue to con-
tribute to society.

I join with the Senator from Okla-
homa in urging the distinguished Chair-
man of the Finance Committee [Mr.
Lownc] to press the conferees to accept
this needed change in the earnings test.
The emphatic endorsement of this
amendment, by a vote of 50 to 23, late
last evening should indicate to the con-
ference committee that we feel very
strongly that the new $2,400 limitation
should be retained.

Again, I thank the Senator from Okla~
homa.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I com-
mend also the distinguished Senator
from Indiana for the legislative record
he has been making on the floor of the
Senate today in support of the social
security bill that we passed earlier this
morning.

It is a record that needs to be made in
view of the gross misstatements that
have appeared in the American press and
American periodicals of recent date con-
cerning the soundness of the social secu-
rity fund.

I think it is most regrettable that as a
result of this type of journalism many
old people in this country have been in-
stilled with fear and uncertainty con-
cerning the stability of the social secu-
rity fund, its financial soundness, and its
actuarial soundness.

I have two reservations about the bill
we passed that I think give us a chal-
}elzse for correction in the immediate

uture.
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The minimum monthly benefit is
raised to $70 a month in the Senate bill
compared to $50 a month in the House
bill. However, $70 a month, in my judg-
ment, is far short of the monthly sup-
port that anyone on social security
should receive if we are to carry out our
moral and humanitarian obligations to
the old people of this country.

Let us not forget that it is the popula-
tion of America that makes our economic
system, not our financiers, except only to
the extent that they are part of the
population.

Iam often amused as I listen to a lot of
stuffed shirts in this country tell about
what great self-made men they are.
However, I have yet to meet the first
self-made man, for all of us are the bene-
ficiaries of the environment through
which we have lived our lives.

Some have greater opportunities and
some have advantages thrust upon them.
I, of course, would be the last to depre-
cate incentive and ambition and hard
work and insight. But, there is little sup-
port ever received from me on the part
of the wealthy who seem to think that
what they have they are entitled to keep
without any relationship to carrying out
their moral obligations to the less for-
tunate. For what they have is the prod-
uet not so much of their own efforts,
but rather they are the beneficiaries of a
great economic system.

So I joined with the Senator from New
York [Mr. Kennepy] in S. 1009, through
which we sought to raise the minimum
social security benefit to $100. And the
senior Senator from Oregon will never
lag in that drive to accomplish that legis-
lative goal.

All the people owe it to the elderly.
We need to demonstrate that it is be-
cause of our system of economic freedom
that the entire population produces the
goods by varying degrees of efforts and
there are contributions on the part of
each person to build up this great na-
tional economic productive effort.

But I have another reservation with
regard to this bill. That relates to the
tax provision which calls for a payroll
tax of 5.2 percent on employer and em-
ployee starting in 1971. It rises to 5.8
percent by 1980.

It is my personal feeling that that
payroll tax is scheduled to go entirely too
high. It is my personal feeling that it
should be leveled off to not more than
5 percent, and then whenever additional
revenues are necessary to keep the trust
fund sound—and it is sound today—it
should not be by way of increased social
security taxes on either the worker or
the employer. The necessary additional
funds should come out of the General
Treasury, on the basis of a recognition
of a national obligation, through the
Federal Treasury, to see that the social
security trust fund is kept in an actuari-
ally sound position, so that an adequate
amount of monthly benefits can be paid
the aged of this country so they can live
out their lives in health and decency
and happiness.

I hope that this change can be made
before the payroll taxes go above 5 per-
cent. That is why I hope another drive
will be made next year to see that the
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tax is brought back to not more than
5 percent.

Now I wish to direct a question or
two to the Senator from Indiana.

The tax provisions contained in the
Senate bill will mean that the social
security trust fund will remain sound
financially. Am I correct in that con-
clusion?

Mr. HARTKE. Not alone sound, but
also, a surplus is created each year.

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator pointed
out earlier this morning, an attack was
made upon the amendments that were
adopted in the Senate to this bill, amend-
ments which are long overdue. The at-
tack made on the floor of the Senate
sought to leave the impression with the
American people that those amendments
would leave this fund financially un-
sound. I ask the Senator from Indiana,
is it not true that even the cost of the
amendments we have adopted will not
leave this trust fund unsound?

Mr. HARTKE. It will leave the fund
absolutely sound. The Senator is 100 per-
cent correct in his assessment.

Mr. MORSE. Well, scare articles have
appeared in magazines and newspapers.
Every Senator has received a quantity
of mail from frightened old people who
have read a deceptive article in a recent
issue of Reader’s Digest, giving the
American people the impression that the
social security trust fund is unsound.

It is most unfortunate that such mis-
leading writings are perpetrated upon
the old people of this country, to stir up
the fright that that article and others
have stirred up.

The money collected from the payroll
tax goes into the trust fund and can-
not be used for any purpose other than
claims for social security benefits. In
making our legislative history at this
time, I wish to ask the Senator from
Indiana, a member of the Committee on
Finance, who offered some of the
amendments that have been adopted
and who took a leading role in writing
this bill within the Finance Committee,
if it is not true that the payroll tax goes
into the trust fund and cannot be used
for any purpose other than claims for
social security benefits.

Mr. HARTKE. This is the law, and
anyone who violates that provision
would be violating the law. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. MORSE. Yet, if vou read the
Reader’s Digest article, with the shock-
ing journalism that characterizes this
article, you get the impression that this
money is siphoned away, to be used for
other purposes, that it even can be used
for some of our foreign aid programs.
But the Senator from Indiana has given
the answer, and the answer is that this
money can be used only to pay social
security claims.

That is not to say that all this cash
is kept in the trust fund, Whatever is
not needed to pay current claims is in-
vested in Government bonds. I suppose
that is where the charge originates that
it is used for other purposes.

But the Government bond is as sound
as the Government currency. The work-
ingman who buys a U.S. savings bond
has not spent his money; he has saved
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it in the soundest form of investment
there is.

The same is true of his payroll tax
that goes into the social security trust
fund.

Mr. HARTKE. This is correct.

I believe it should be clarified that
there is authority in the law for the
Treasury to borrow money. But if they
borrow money from the trust fund, just
as they would from any private bank,
they have to pay interest to the trust
fund for all the money they borrow.

Mr. MORSE. That is my next point,
but one does not get this from reading
the yellow articles to which I have re-
ferred. The ftrust fund earns money from
the interest.

Of course, the trust fund is subject to
borrowing by the Government. But what
is behind the borrowing? The Treasury
of the United States, the wealth of the
Nation.

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. MORSE. No stronger security is
available in the world.

When these writers give the impres-
gion that something tricky, that some-
thing unethical, that something shady is
being done by their Government in con-
nection with borrowing money from this
trust fund, or other trust funds, I believe
that the comments I am making on the
floor of the Senate this afternoon are
called for, because I believe in correcting
falsehoods.

Mr. President, it is too bad that such
falsehoods have been spread and per-
petrated upon innocent old people, to
frichten them and cause them to be-
lieve that something is being done by
their Government that jeopardizes their
hope for economic security, to the ex-
tent that social security gives them ec-
onomic security, in their old age.

Is it not true that funds not needed
to pay immediate claims are invested in
Government bonds?

Mr. HARTEKE. That is true.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator being the
financial expert he is, will he agree with
me that there is not a sounder invest-
ment in our country than investment in
Federal Government bonds?

Mr. HARTKE, That is absolutely the
most sound investment, backed up by
the wealth of the United States, the full
faith and credit of the United States;
and therefore it receives a lower rate
of interest than any other instruments
of the United States.

Mr. MORSE. Does it not also follow
that when an individual worker puts
his savings into Government bonds, he
really has not spent his money, but he
has saved his money and draws interest
on this money and helps his Government
to make funds available so that it, in
turn, can meet the budgetary costs of
Government expenses, and that the face
amount of the bond is paid back at ma-
turity to the owner of the bond?

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the Senator’s
assistance in making this legislative his-
tory; because, as we all know, what is
said on the floor of the Senate at the
time a bill is passed has much bearing on
future interpretations of the bill from
the standpoint of the intent of Congress.

I hope we will hear no more about the
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social security fund being insecure, and
I also hope that future Congresses will
alleviate what the Senator from Louisi-
ana rightly calls the highly regressive
nature of the payroll tax, by leveling it
off to b percent, and making further con-
tributions to the trust fund out of gen-
eral revenue.

The Senator from Louisiana, the
chairman of the Committee on Finance
had hoped to remain in the Chamber in
order to participate in this colloquy with
the Senator from Indiana and the Sena~-
tor from Oregon. As always, I tried to
accommodate other Senators who had to
leave, by waiting to present material of
my own until they had been accommo-
dated. The Senator from Louisiana re-
mained in the Chamber as long as he
could, but I am privileged to say that
he agrees with the observations that the
Senator from Indiana and the Senator
from Oregon have made concerning the
soundness of the social security trust
fund. I thank the Senator from Indiana
very much.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

e ——— —

DEATH OF MRS, NANCY KEFAUVER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on Mon-
day, November 20, 1967, Mrs. Nancy Ke-
fauver, the widow of the late and dis-
tinguished Senator Estes Kefauver, died
in Washington.

Mrs. Kefauver was a woman of great
substance and stature in her own right.
She added great stature and luster to
the distinguished career of her states-
man husband who predeceased her.

It was an extraordinary and unusual
thing that on the occasion of this past
Monday evening, I had talked with Mrs.
Kefauver at some length about her con-
tinuing interest in the promotion of
American art for distribution among the
embassies of this Nation around the
world and about matters of common in-
terest in Tennessee and about numerous
friends that Mrs. Eefauver, Estes Ke-
fauver, and I have enjoyed over the years
in Tennessee.

I felt the loss of Mrs, Kefauver’s un-
timely demise even more keenly for the
immediate conversations I had with her
some 30 minutes before her death in
the banguet hall on the occasion of the
awards dinner for the veterans of the
Office of Strategic Services.

Nancy EKefauver and Estes Kefauver
are survived by a fine family. But more
than that, Mrs, Kefauver and her hus-
band are survived by great reputation
and by great stature in their native State
of Tennessee.

Estes Kefauver’s following in Tennes-
see was in fact and in deed bound up
with the admiration and respect that the
people of Tennessee held for his wife,
Nancy. And she contributed significantly
to the building of that Kefauver follow-
ing which was so distinet and which
existed so strongly in the State of Ten-
nessee during his career in the House of
Representatives and in the State and
does, in fact, still exist in Tennessee.

I first met Estes Kefauver when I was
a very young child. My father and the
late Estes Kefauver had attended the
University of Tennessee together.
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I met Mrs. Kefauver shortly after Sen-
ator Kefauver and she were married in
the midthirties. I have known her since
that time and until her untimely death
on Monday of this week.

I simply say for the Recorp, Mr. Pres-
ident, that Tennessee, the people of our
State, Republicans and Democrats alike,
the Nation, the world of the arts, and
the entire world have lost a great human
being and have witnessed the end of a
great legacy of public service with the
death now of the widow of the late Sen-
ator Kefauver, the two having contrib-
uted so much to the fabric and tradition
of the political life of this Nation.

STANDARDS OF CREDIBILITY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for some
time I have been concerned, as I am sure
other Senators have been, about the
credibility gap. I have not been one who
has been backward about criticizing the
administration in its conduct of foreign
affairs, especially as it pertains to South-
east Asia.

However, I am concerned that we are
developing in this country different
standards of credibility and different
types of credibility gaps. There appears
to be one credibility gap for Republicans,
another for Democrats. There appears to
be one standard of credibility for Repub-
lican Presidents, or would-be Presidents,
another standard for Democratic Presi-
dents. There even seem to be two stand-
ards of credibility for the east coast and
the west coast.

I am reminded of this because of re-
cent developments in California wherein
Gov. Ronald Reagan denied that he had
dropped two homosexuals from his
staff. This is not a pleasant subject to
discuss, but it was certain Republicans in
the era of McCarthyism who first raised
the subject of homosexuals in govern-
ment, and in 1964 it was Republicans who
were highly critical of the fact that one
unfortunate man on the staff of the
White House was discovered to be in this
category.

I am not so much concerned about the
question of homosexuality in this par-
ticular case as I am in the question of
truth. Without truth governing American
public life, we are headed for decadence.

I am particularly concerned about the
suppression of truth and suppression of
news by some Republican newspapers,

I have before me a report by Tom
Wicker, published on page 1 of the New
York Times of November 5, which states
that although Governor Reagan “pub-
licly has denied that Lyn Nofziger, his
press secretary, told reporters that two
Reagan staff members had been dis-
missed as homosexuals, the New York
Times has learned that Mr. Nofziger did
make such a statement on several oc-
casions.”

The Times goes on to name three re-
porters, Paul Hope of the Washington
Star, David Broder of the Washington
Post, and Carl Flemming of the Los An-
geles Bureau of Newsweek, to whom
Nofziger had unfolded and confirmed the
manner in which the unfortunate mem-
bers of Reagan’s staff were dropped.

The Times also reports that Nofziger
“made the same allegation to three west
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coast reporters, Carl Greenberg of the
Los Angeles Times, Jack McDowell of
the San Francisco Examiner, and Bill
Ames of the Columbia Broadcasting Sys-
tem.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, however,
what I am concerned about is that very
few California newspapers published the
original column carrying the account of
Reagan’s handling of this case. I am
particularly concerned about the report
that Governor Reagan had an arrange-
ment with California newspapers that
they would not publish the “Washington
Merry-Go-Round” column of Oectober
30 on this subject. Reagan, in his press
conference of October 31, made state-
ments to the effect that some papers had
“yiolated the agreement.” This appar-
ently referred to an agreement not to
publish.

This would appear to be a strange case
of voluntary suppression of the news,
censorship if you please, exercised direct-
ly or indirectly by the Governor of Cali-
fornia. Some of these newspapers on the
west coast have been highly critical of
the so-called credibility gap in Washing-
ton. Practically all of these newspapers
are Republican. In fact, I am informed
that there are only three Democratic
newspapers in the entire state of Cali-
fornia.

Recently there has been a move to
combine the once many newspapers in
San Francisco into only two and the
many newspapers which once flourished
in Los Angeles into two. I wonder, there-
fore, whether this trend toward monop-
oly of the news also means suppression
of the news.

In Los Angeles the Los Angeles Times
has been involved in an antitrust suit
brought by the Federal Government
against it and a Federal court has or-
dered it to divest itself of the San Ber-
nardino Sun. The Los Angeles Times is
owned by the Chandler family. Recently
there was apparently some kind of an
agreement with the Hearst family that
one family would monopolize news in the
morning field, the other in the evening
field.

Does this mean that the Governor of
California is able to manipulate the
press? Does it mean that there can be
a credibility gap on the west coast and
the newspapers of California will ignore
it? I note that the New York Times re-
port said Carl Greenberg of the Los An-
geles Times was aware of the facts in this
case but did not report on them and did
not comment on the credibility gap
after it was published in the East.

There appears to be two different
standards for the east coast and the
west coast in this case as well as two dif-
ferent standards for a would-be Republi-
can President, Governor Reagan, and a
Democratic President, Lyndon Johnson.
On the east coast the Washington Star,
as well as the New York Times, has
spoken out regarding Governor Reagan’s
attempt to suppress the mnews. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
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the Recorp an editorial from the Star of
November 7.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, I have
asked the Library of Congress fo re-
search the news treatment given by the
California press when a somewhat simi-
lar incident occurred in Washington in
the fall of 1964 when President Johnson
dropped a member of his staff. The con=-
trast is striking in the extreme. There
were big headlines in the California
newspapers calling attention to the
homosexual who was dropped from the
White House staff. But President John-
son did not conceal it. President Johnson
expressed great sadness, as any of us
would, over such a human tragedy; but
he did not seek to deny the fact.

In contrast there was a wall of silence
in the California press regarding the two
homosexuals who were dropped by Gov=-
ernor Reagan. And there was a blackout
of the “Washington Merry-Go-Round”
column dealing with this subject on Oc-
tober 30, 1967.

Let me quickly point out that the dis-
covery of homosexuals on any staff does
not indicate that it reflects upon the
employer. That is lost sight of by many
persons. The fact that the homosexuals
are found in no way reflects upon their
boss. I, therefore, from that standpoint,
am at a loss to understand why this
coverup in this case.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp the accounts of the
White House action in 1964.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for some
time Representative Joun Moss, of Sac-
ramento, our distinguished colleague in
the other Chamber, has been conducting
a very salutary investigation of the sup-
pression of news by the Federal Govern-
ment. I hope Mr. Moss has also con-
cerned himself with suppression of news
by Republican newspapers and the sup-
pression of news in the State of Califor-
nia, I suggest perhaps that this is a sub-
jeet to which he might give some atten-
tion. There appears to be a very definite
difference in the treatment of credibility
on the west coast as against the east
coast.

This has not always been the case. It
appears that when a Republican candi-
date for President or a Republican Presi-
dent is in office that the press is much
more lenient with him whether it be the
east coast or the west coast.

T recall that during the 1960 election
there was revealed an amazing story
showing that the brother of the then
Vice President, Don Nixon, had borrowed
$205,000 from Howard Hughes on rather
insignificant security—a loan which had
many political ramifications due to the
fact that Mr. Hughes, a defense contrac-
tor, had various questions and problems
before the Federal Government. So big
a loan—$205,000—would not have been
given to an ordinary individual unless he
was very close to a man in a powerful
position, such as the Vice President, who

was then running for President.
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What I am interested in, however, is
the news treatment given to this story.
Significantly the New England newspa-
pers, concerned over the failing influence
of the press, appointed a board of dis-
tinguished editors to examine the news
treatment of the eredibility gap. This
board was composed of Norman Isaacs,
managing editor of the Louisville Times;
Carl E. Lindstrom, former editor of the
Hartford Times; and Arthur Edward
Rowse, an assistant city editor of the
Washington Post. They chose as an il-
lustration of news treatment the $205,-
000 loan to Vice President Nixon’s broth-
er, together with the move of the Roman
Catholic bishops in Puerto Rico to in-
fluence the election there at a time when
John F. Kennedy’s religion was a cam-
paign issue in the 1960 election. The lat-
ter story was highly embarrassing to the
Democratic nominee, yet the editors
found that the Puerto Rican Catholic
story was played big in the New England
press.

The second story regarding Nixon’'s
brother and his loan was embarrassing
to the Republican nominee for President,
and this was played down in the New
England press.

In other words, the editors, appointed
to study the credibility gap and the wan-
ing influence of the press, found that
there was a specifically and definitely dif-
ferent credibility gap regarding a Re-
publican candidate for President of the
gnit.ed States and a Democratic candi-

ate.

This is so serious a charge and is so
important to our body politic and to a
free press that I ask unanimous consent
to insert this study in the REecorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 4.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a study of
its findings will show an amazing black-
out by the Republican press of all refer-
ences to the Howard Hughes loan to
Nixon'’s brother. The Nixon office had is-
sued a denial of the story, and this was
given considerable space, even though
the original story regarding the loan had
not been published.

In other words, we do have two stand-
ards of credibility for a Republican as
against a Democrat when it comes to our
80-percent Republican press.

I am sure that most Senators will
remember that the press carried head-
lines regarding the hi-fi set given to the
then Senator from Texas, Lyndon John-
son, by the then Senate Secretary, Bobby
Baker. The revelation of the hi-fi set
was made when Mr. Johnson had entered
the White House, but the gift occurred
when both the donor and the recipient
were in the Senate.

I am sure that many of you will recall
also that headlines were carried in al-
most every newspaper in the United
States when a Deepfreeze was given to
President Truman through his military
aide, Gen. Harry Vaughan, from a manu-
facturer's agent in Wisconsin. The value
of the Deepfreeze at that time was stated
to be $1,200. The hi-fi set was valued
at around $800. These widely publicized
stories were regarding Democratic Presi-
dents. However, when a Republican
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President, Dwight D. Eisenhower, re-
ceived many gifts for his Gettysburg
farm, ranging from a John Deere trac-
tor with radio, to a completely equipped
electric kitchen, various ponies and
prize black Angus, landscaping, furni-
ture, and other farm machinery worth
more than half a million dollars, there
was very little reported in the press. One
exception was the Des Moines Register,
whose Fletcher Knebel carefully listed
the amazing number of gifts presented
to the Republican President. But there
were no headlines in the rest of the
press.

There was an even greater blackout of
the news when it was revealed that the
President had received a monthly income
from three oilmen, W. Alton Jones, then
head of Cities Service; Billy Byars of
Tyler, Tex.; and George E. Allen, di-
rector of about 20 corporations, who had
paid the expenses and losses for the
Eisenhower farm and maintained a
joint bank account for this purpose in
the Gettysburg National Bank.

The chief expenditure for the Eisen-
hower farm had been the construction
of a show barn, $20,000; three smaller
barns, about $22,000; remodeling of
schoolhouse for the home of John Eisen-
hower, $10,000; remodeling of Eisen-
hower’s main house, $110,000; landscap-
ing of 10 acres around the Eisenhower
home, $6,000; salary of Gen. Arthur S.
Nevins, farm manager, at $10,000 a year;
assistant manager’s salary and expenses
for 6 years, $60,000; salary for hired
hands, a total of about $180,000.

This was a far greater series of gifts
than the $1,200 Deepfreeze to Harry
Truman or the $800 hi-fi set given to
then Senator Lyndon Johnson. However,
the credibility gap was such in the Amer-
ican press that the American people still
do not know of the gifts to Eisenhower,
whereas I am sure they remember the
relatively minor gift to Harry Truman
and the minor gift to Senator Johnson.

I am not sure that any committee of
the Senate has jurisdiction over the
suppression of the news as does the
committee of the House under Repre-
sentative Moss, of California. It may be
that the Judiciary Committee of the
Senate would have jurisdiction over the
question of whether California news-
papers have violated the Sherman Anti-
trust Aet to a point that they are sup-
pressing the news.

I call this matter to the attention of
my senior colleague from Michigan, the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee on monopoly, and suggest
that he may care to look into the matter.

Mr. President, the last item to which
I want to refer, which I will ask to be
printed in the Recorp later, but wish now
to read a paragraph or two, is from the
November 19, 1967, San Francisco Ex-
aminer and Chronicle in an article writ-
ten by Marianne Means.

It reads in part as follows:

Political leaders of both parties here are
deeply perplexed and disturbed by Governor

Reagan’s angry denial that he fired two staff
members for belonging to a homosexual

His statements were made in bland dis-
regard of the faet that one of his current
employees had personally informed reporters
about the problem.
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Reagan's later protestations that his denial
was merely to protect the individuals in-
volved did not explain why he originally did
not simply refuse to comment rather than
attempt to mislead.

Mr. President, let me make this com-
ment about this rationalization or alibi
of Governor Reagan, that he did it to
protect the individuals involved. But nof
a thought, apparently, was given by him
to his false charge that the Drew Pearson
story was not true. In the story which
first brought out the fact that he did
dismiss these two men, he referred to the
writer of that story, Mr. Pearson, as &
liar,

Now I hold no brief for Mr. Pearson.
I have had my disagreements with Mr.
Pearson but as a lawyer, I always con-
fine myself to the facts of the instant
case. Mr. Pearson is known as a journal-
istic muckraker and probably has no
peer in the history of American journal-
ism as a journalistic critic of misconduct
by government officials. Sometimes he
makes mistakes of fact and mistakes in
accusations and he himself doesn't hesi-
tate to admit them. However, it is gen-
erally recognized that his courageous
journalism has served the country well
time and time again as he has carried
out in his column his journalistic watch-
dog activities.

Mr. President, in the instant case, the
columnist wrote the truth. Reagan as a
potential candidate for a possible Repub-
lican nomination to the Office of Presi-
dent of the United States lied when he
told the press that the Pearson column
was not truthful.

All I want to say, as a lawyer, is that
we lawyers know, when we find a witness
to be untruthful on one occasion in one
respect, that we cannot rely upon him or
at least he is under suspicion as to his
veracity in other instances.

The fact is, when the heat was on,
Reagan lied. The documentation is un-
answerable. The witnesses are available.
There is no question as to what was told
the newspaper reporters about the dis-
missal of these two unfortunate and
tragic individuals from his staff.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have the entire article written by
Marianne Means printed in the Recorp
at the close of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 5.)

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, I want to
say that the American people are entitled
to have the credibility gap closed, on both
coasts and in between, in regard to mis-
statements by Republicans and Demo-
crats alike.

I happen to believe that the viability
of our system of Government depends
upon those who hold public trust to tell
the truth. That is why this voice has been
raised in protest so many times in my 22
years of service in the Senate, time and
time again, over misrepresentations
whenever I have come upon them.

I think that this misrepresentation by
the Governor of California is so gross
that it needs to be answered. I think that
the press had a duty in this case to keep
faith with a free press in this country and
not squelch the news.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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ExHIBIT 1
[From the New York Times, Nov. 5, 1967]

REAGAN REBUTTED ON AIDES’ OUSTER—HOMO-
SEXUALITY Was REASON, PRESS SECRETARY
ADMITTED

(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, November 4.—Although Gov.
Ronald Reagan of California publicly has
denied that Lyn Nofziger, his press secretary,
told reporters that two Reagan staff members
had been dismissed as homosexuals, The New
York Times has learned that Mr. Nofziger
did make such a statement on several occa-
slons,

Mr. Nofziger gave that explanation of the
dismissals to at least three reporters aboard
the S5.8. Independence, as it sailed to the
Virgin Islands last month with the 1967
National Governors Conference aboard.

Mr. Nofziger, reached by telephone at the
Santa Monica Airport, said:

“This is a closed subject and I don't have
any comment to make.”

The three reporters were Paul Hope of The
Washington Evening Star, David Broder of
The Washington Post and Karl Fleming of
the Los Angeles bureau of Newsweek maga-
gine.

Before that, Mr. Nofziger made the same
allegation to three West Coast reporters Carl
Greenberg of The Los Angeles Times Jack
McDowell of The San Francisco Examiner and
Bill Ames of the Columbia Broadcasting
Bystem.

None of them would comment publicly,
either.

Mr, Nofziger made his comments to these
reporters long after the men in question had
left the Reagan staff, Therefore, the reporters
considered the incident closed and none of
them wrote or broadcast about it.

Last week, however, the columnist Drew
Pearson alleged in a syndicated article that
two homosexuals had been dismissed from
the stafl and that Mr. Nofziger had told this
to reporters aboard the Independence,

Mr. Reagan then held a news conference
at Sacramento last Tuesday.

Of the report that Mr. Nofziger had told
reporters aboard the Independence that two
aldes had been dropped for homosexual ac-
tivities, the Governor said:

“I'm prepared to say that nothing llke that
ever happened.”

DENIAL BY REAGAN

Later in the news conference, Mr, Reagan
sald that he had “even heard rumors also
that behind closed doors I have made state-
ments to the press and this is just absolutely
not true.”

“I want to confirm it, Lyn?" he asked.

Mr. Nofziger, who was at the news confer-
ence, raised his hand and said “confirmed.”

The two statements together constituted
apparent denials that either Mr, Nofziger or
Mr. Reagan had told reporters aboard the
Independence that two staff men had been
dismissed as homosexuals,

The New York Times has learned, however,
that one reporter asked Mr. Nofziger directly
why a former member of the Reagan stafl
had left. The press secretary replied with the
allegation that the man in question was a
homosexual.

The reporfer asked Mr. Nofziger why he
would give out such information.

Mr. Nofziger replied that the deposed aide
bad been spreading the word that he was
still influential with Governor Reagan. There-
fore, Mr. Nofziger sald, some members of the
Governor's staff had decided to give the facts
when asked about the former aide.

Ex=IBIT 2
[From the Washington Star, Nov. 11, 1867]
THE FALLEN ENIGHT

Ronald Reagan, the white knight of the
GOP presidential hopefuls, has just under-
gone his first major trial in the journalistic
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lists and has fallen flat on his face. Whether
he can ever restore his armor to its original
dazzling shine is very much open to ques-
tion,

The California governor's unhorsing came
when he was asked, during a televised press
conference, about a syndicated article by
columnist Drew Pearson in which it was
stated that two homosexuals had been fired
from Reagan’s staff. Reagan, the article said,
had harbored the two men for months after
the scandal became known. Pearson added
that Lyn Nofziger, Reagan's press secretary,
had told a few reporters during the recent
governors conference about the firing and
the reasons for it.

Up until the moment of the press confer-
ence, Reagan had acted with Integrity and
propriety. When the rumors started, an in-
vestigation was carried out. As a result of
that investigation, the two men were quietly
dropped from Reagan’s staff, The governor's
insistence on morality in officlal life and his
personal compassion for tragle human frail-
ty were both well served.

When asked about the matter, it would
have been simple—and quite legitimate—for
Reagan to present himself in a most favor-
able light, while making Pearson appear as
something of a cad for bringing the whole
thing up. Instead he denied that the un-
fortunate affair had happened, and denied
that he or his aides had ever told any mem-
bers of the press any such thing had taken
place.

The fact is that Nofziger, during the gover-
nor's crulse aboard the S.8. Independence,
did tell a handful of newsmen—The Star’s
political writer Paul Hope among them—that
two of Reagan’s staff members had been fired
for homosexual activity.

The black mark on Reagan’s record is not
that he hired such men, or that he was slow
in firing them. Where he stumbled was in
his histrlonic denial and in calling Drew
Pearson a liar when he must have known
that Pearson’s article was factually correct.
The motivation of this extraordinary per-
formance is not easily discerned.

It was, in any event, a serlous error of
Jjudgment in Reagan’s first real test under
pressure. And it must inevitably raise very
real doubts about his personal dedication to
the truth and his fitness for the high office
to which he so obviously aspires.

ExHIBIT 8
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE.
The attached information is forwarded In
response to your recent inquiry. We hope it
meets your needs in this matter,
Please do not hesitate to call on us for
further assistance.

SBincerely,
LESTER S, JAYSON,
Director.
[From the Sacramento (Callif.) TUnilon,

Oct. 17, 1964]

FBI CHECKUP: JENKINS' ARReEsT In 1059
ToLp 1IN 1961

WasHINGTON.—The FBI Informed the
Becret Service in April, 1061, that President
Johnson's former aide, Walter W. Jenkins,
had been arrested two years earlier, it was
learned Friday. The FBI did so on the Secret
Service’s request for a check on Jenkins. The
Becret Service may not have known, however,
that the arrest involved a morals charge.

ANY FOLLOWUP?

What followup investigations—if any—
were made was not known. Johnson was vice
Ppresident at the time.

Jenkins resigned Wednesday after public
disclosure of his arrests in January, 1959, and
last Oct. 7 on morals charges at the Washing-
ton YMCA. He is now under treatment for
“extreme fatigue” at a Washington hospital.
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Neither the FBI nor the Secret Service
would comment Friday on reports that
Jenkins’ arrest record was known.

ASKS INVESTIGATION

Johnson said Thursday night he never had
received any information questioning
Jenkins' personal conduct before Wednesday.
He has asked the FBI for a full investigation.

It was learned Friday that after Jenkins'
first arrest in 1959, the Washington metro-
politan police asked the FBI to check
Jenkins' fingerprints to determine whether
he had a previous criminal record.

The FBI reported that the man had no
such record.

The police card bore the notation “in-
vestigation suspicion.” Apparently neither
the police nor the FBI realized at the time
that Jenkins was Johnson's top aide.

The FBI left the Jenkins fingerprint card
in its identification file along with 172 mil-
lion others,

In April, 1961, at the Secret Service’s re-
quest for a check on Jenkins, the FBI turned
up the “investigation suspicion’ notation
and informed the Secret Service.

Ironically, Jenkins only last month advised
the heads of federal departments and agen-
cies to have the FBI check the backgrounds
of prospective appointees.

In a memorandum dated Sept. 10, Jenkins
said “it would be unfortunate if undesirable
individuals were put on the federal payroll
slmply because sufficient precautions were
not taken prior to their appointment.”

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union,
Oct. 17, 1964]
BriTisH View: JENKINS CAsE WiLu HurT LBJ

Lonpon.—The British press said Friday the
morals scandal over White House aide Walter
Jenkins is a serious setback to President
Johnson in his election campaign.

The Dally Telegraph, the only London
morning newspaper with an editorial on the
scandal, sald, “It is a civilized trait that a
people demands to be governed by leaders
whose characters command respect. Scandals,
real or alleged, have catastrophic impact and
may deflect public policy.

“Grasping this new weapon within three
weeks of the polls on Nov, 3, Mr. (Barry)
Goldwater’s Republican forces may be ex-
pected to wield it pitilessly. It is to be hoped
that, in the inevitably inflamed atmosphere
of the campalgn, the voters will not lose sight
of the greater issues they have to decide.”

The Times of London, in a report from
Washington, said, “President Johnson's cam-

gn has received a severe setback.”

It sald, “It matters not that Mr. Jenkins
15 a Lieutenant-Colonel in the Reserve Alr
Force Squadron commanded by Sen, Gold-
water, or that the disclosures might have
been as carefully engineered by the senator’s
staff as the regimented applause at his po-
litical meetings. There are at least grounds
for suspicion; apart from last night's first
announcement from Republican headquar-
ters. The senator, after flufing many issues,
decided over the weekend to press his charges
of immorality and corruption.”

The news of the scandal, although exten-
sively reported, was pushed into the inside
pages of the London newspapers by the Brit-
ish general election and the end of Nikita
Ehrushchev’s power in Moscow.

The Dally Mall, in its report from Wash-
ington, sald Johnson's “prospects of a land-
slide victory were seriously threatened.”

The Daily Express sald “a great political
storm that could lose Lyndon Johnson the
November 3 presidential election” had broken
over the scandal.

The Daily Mirror said, “it can have a seri-
ous effect on the American presidential elec-
tions.”

The Sun said it had “shaken the presi-
dential election campaign.”
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[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Unlon, Oct.
16, 1964]
GOP Demanps: L. B. J. EXPLAIN JENKINS
Case

WasHINGTON.—Top Republicans, includ-
ing vice presidential candidate Willlam E.
Miller, Insisted Thursday that Fresident
Johnson answer publicly questions raised by
the morals charge arrests and resignation of
his senlor White House alde, Walter W.
Jenkins,

At the same time, FBI Director J. Edgar
Hoover announced that Johnson had asked
for an immediate full investigation of the
Jenkins case. Hoover said an inquiry was
already in progress and a report would be
submitted to the President as soon as pos-
sible.

Campaigning in the Chicago area, Miller
said the two arrests of the long-time Johne
son assistant on disorderly charges at the
YMCA in Washington, D.C., raised “serious
guestions.”

Johnson himself has sald nothing about
the scandal surrounding his trusted assist-
ant since 1939. But Mrs. Johnson issued a
statement Thursday which sald her heart
was “aching"” for Jenkins.

MEDICAL HELP

“He is now receiving the medical attention
which he needs,” the Flrst Lady sald. “I
know our family and all of his friends and
I hope all others pray for his recovery.”

Republican National Chairman Dean
Burch declared that Johnson must explain
“why he covered up for five-and-a-half
years” the fact that Jenkins had been ar-
rested in 1959 and was permitted to hold a
top White House post.

NIXON DEMAND

Former Vice President Richard M. Nixon
demanded that Johnson go before a nation-
wide audience and tell what he knew of
“this sick man.”

Nixon, appearing in Fort Wayne, Ind., sald
that the Jenkins disclosure and the Bob-
by Baker case showed that Johnson's “two
closest assoclates” turned out to be “bad
apples.”

RESIGN POST

The White House announced that Jenkins
had resigned his post Wednesday shortly
after it was learned that the 46-year-old
special assistant and long-time Johnson
aide had been arrested on two occasions by
police—once in January, 1959, and again on
Oct. 7 of this year.

In both cases, Jenkins was picked up at
the Washington YMCA and both times for-
feited collateral. The 1959 arrest record
showed him charged with “disorderly (per-
vert).” The arrest record last week carried
the notation *“disorderly, (indecent ges-
tures).”

Burch told a news conference that the
President should make a full public account
of the case.

He sald: “The Walter Jenkins episode
raises grave questions which only the Pres-
ident can—and must—answer, The story up
to now is only partially revealed.”

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union, Oect.
16, 1964]
L. B, J. BaYys JENKINS CAsE WaAS SURPRISE

WasHINGTON —President Johnson said
Thursday night that he had never received
any word questioning the personal conduct
of resigned White House alde Walter W. Jen-
kins until late Wednesday.

The President made his first public com-
ment on the Jenkins' case after flying back
to Washington from a two-day campaign
tYourk in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and New

ork.

Jenkins resigned as a special assistant to
the President Wednesday night after dis-
closures that he had been arrested twice In
‘Washington on morals charges.
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FBI PROBE

The Chief Executive said he had requested
Jenkins' resignation and ordered FBI Di-
rector J, Edgar Hoover to undertake com-
prehensive investigation and report promptly
to the public on his findings.

Earlier Thursday, Republican National
Chairman Dean Burch declared that John-
son must explain “why he covered up for
514 years” the fact that Jenkins had been
arrested in 1959 and allowed him to hold a
top White House post.

STATEMENT

Here is Johnson’s statement:

“Walter Jenkins has worked with me
faithfully for 25 years. No man I know has
given more personal dedication, devotion and
tireless labor.

“Until late yesterday, no information or
report of any kind to me had ever ralsed a
question with respect to his personal conduct.
Mr. Jenkins is now in the care of his physi-
clan and his many friends will join in pray-
ing for his early recovery.

COMPASSION

“For myself and Mrs. Johnson, I want to
say that our hearts go out with the deepest
compassion for him and for his wife and six
children—and they have our love and
prayers.

“On this case, as on any such case, the
public interest comes before all personal
feelings. I have requested and received Mr.
Jenkins' resignation.

“Within moments after being notified last
night I ordered Director J. Edgar Hoover of
the FBI to make an immediate and compre-
hensive inquiry and report promptly to me
and the American people.”

SENT TO HOSPITAL

The White House announcement of Jen-
kins' resignation did not say that the Presi-
dent had requested his senior aide to reslgn.
Jenkins was hospitalized Wednesday for
treatment of “extreme fatigue.”

The President's statement came after top
Republicans, including GOP vice presiden-
tial nominee William E. Miller, insisted that
Johnson answer publicly questions raised by
the resignation of Jenkins.,

Republican presidential candidate Barry
M. Goldwater refrained from comment on
the development. He was understood to be
reluctant to let the two arrests of Jenkins
become a campalign issue except as they ap-
plied to security procedures.

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union, Oct.
16, 1964]
Barry TeLLs Texas: ReEciME oF L, B, J.
ScANDAL RIDDEN

HovustoNn.—Sen. Barry M. Goldwater
charged in President Johnson's home state
of Texas Thursday that the White House is
“dark with scandal” and marked by official
cover-up. The GOP presidential candidate
applied his remarks to the Bobby Baker and
Billie Sol Estes cases—not to the campaign-
jolting resignation of White House aide
Walter W. Jenkins,

Texan Jenkins, now hospitalized, resigned
Wednesday after disclosure that he had been
arrested twice on morals charges.

Goldwater’s determination not to publicly
discuss the Jenkins case—unless his security
clearance becomes an issue—did not extend
throughout his campaign hierarchy.

ESTIMATED 10,000 AND 17,000

The Arizona senator spoke to an estimated
10,000 persons at Harlingen and to 17,000 at
Beaumont.

Goldwater tackled foreign policy at Hous-
ton Thursday night with a charge that the
administration’s handling of it iz a matter
of “drift, deception and defeat.”

BLASTS JOHNSON

He sald in a speech prepared for delivery
at Colt Stadium that “Lyndon Baines John-
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son has sowed the wind of weakness. He has
reaped the whirlwind of war.”

“This administration has declared a mora-
torlum on government until after the elec-
t;c;g is over—and you know it,” Goldwater
said.

“I charge that this administration has a
soft deal for communism—and you know it.

FOREIGN POLICY

“I charge that this administration has a
foreign policy of drift, deception and defeat.
And you know that, too.

“Drift, deception and defeat—these are the
watchwords of my opponent and his curlous
crew.”

At Beaumont, Goldwater said this has been
“the most successful week"” of his campaign.

“It's coming when we wanted it to come—
in the middle of October,” he sald. “The
polls are showing us on the way up, And
there are a growing number of undecideds.”

COVER TP

At Harlingen, Goldwater charged before
more than 10,000 persons that the President
is “using every power of his great office . . .
to cover up one of the sorriest rumors we
ever had in the nation’s capital.” He sald he
was referring to the Baker case—not Jenkins.

“The people have looked at the White
House and have found it dark with scandal,”
he said, “The people have looked at the man
who now occuples the White House and have
found him shadowed by suspiclon which no
amount of handshaking and hurrah can
chase away."”

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union,
Oct. 16, 1964]

JorNsoN UrGes ErecTiON OF EKENNEDY

New Yorx.—President Johnson cam-
paigned = enthusiastically through upstate
New York Thursday, urging the election of
Robert F, Kennedy to the Senate. He ordered
an investigation into the Walter Jenkins
scandal but did not mention the case in his
political speeches.

The President and former attorney gen-
eral, accompanled by top state party leaders,
flew to Rochester and Buffalo and were
greeted by cheering thousands.

Then they returned to New York for ap-
pearances in Brooklyn and at a Liberal party
rally Thursday night in Madison Square
Garden,

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover disclosed in
Washington that Johnson had ordered a “full
and complete investigation” of the Jenkins
bombshell.

PIERRE PARES JENEINS CASE

UrrAND.—Sen. Plerre BSalinger, D-Callf.,
campalgning to retain his interlm senate
seat, sald Thursday he did not think the
Walter W. Jenkins incident would hurt Pres-
ident Johnson's campalign,

“It's most unfortunate about Mr, Jenkins,
I think when a person who works in the high
levels of government and is subjected to great
pressure becomes ill and has a nervous con-
dition and has a breakdown . . . we should
all regret it,” sald Salinger.

Mmier SeEs DANGER SroT

CHicaco.—Rep. Willlam E. Miller sald
Thursday the disclosure of presidential aide
Walter W. Jenkins' arrests on morals charges
ralsed “serlous questions” that should be
answered by President Johnson.

The GOP vice presidential candidate,
stumping for the strategically important vote
of Chicago and its suburbs, sald the Presi-
dent should explain why a man with such a
background “should be entrusted with such
a high office.”

EASY TO ENTRAP

“Such a man could be compromised quickly
and dangerously,” Miller sald.

Miller commented on the Jenkins case
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during a question period after a luncheon
address to the Chicago Executives Club.

In his speeches during a 40-mile sweep
across the densely populated metropolitan
area, he steered clear of the case of the re-
signed presidential aide and drummed on
the theme that the Republicans will make
city streets and parks “safe for our women
and children,”

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union
Oct, 15, 1964]
JOHNSON AIIDE OUT: EXPOSED AS MORALS
Case—RESIGNS, GOES TO HOSPITAL
New Yorx (UPI)—Walter Jenkins re-
signed Wednesday night as special assistant
to President Johnson, the White House an-
nounced, following disclosure he had been
arrested Oct. 7 on a disorderly charge in-
volving “indecent gestures.”
President Johnson accepted the resigna-
tion and appointed Bill D. Moyers to suc-
ceed Jenkins, an assoclate since 1939,

NEWS CONFERENCE

The announcement was made by White
House Press Secretary George E. Reedy in an
extraordinary news conference in the Wal-
dorf Astoria Hotel.

United Press International reported from
Washington Wednesday night that Jenkins
was arrested on a disorderly charge involv-
ing “indecent gestures, and elected to forfeit
$560 collateral.

Reedy assembled reporters in the White
House press room on short notice and read
this statement:

“As I told some of you earlier today, Wal-
ter Jenkins, who has been suffering from
fatigue, went into the hospital this after-
noon on orders from his doctor.

“Walter Jenkins submitted his resignation
this evening as special assistant.

“The resignation was accepted and the
President has appointed Bill D, Moyers to
succeed him.”

SINCE 1939

Jenkins, who has been working with John-
son eince 1939, was admitted to George Wash-
ington University Hospital in the nation’s
capital. His doctor sald he was hospitalized
for “nervous exhaustion and high blood pres-
sure.”

Moyers, an ordained Baptist minister, has
been deputy director of the Peace Corps
and came to the White House when Johnson
succeeded the late President John F. Ken-
nedy after Eennedy's assassination.

A White House source said the President
first learned about the Jenkins situation
when he received queries from newspapers.

The source sald the first information came
to the President shortly before he visited
Mrs. John F, Kennedy Wednesday night.

When the President returned from his
visit he “had some inquiries made” about
Jenkins' condition, the source said.

A check of District of Columbia police rec-
ords revealed the incident Wednesday after
rumors had been sweeping Washington po-
litical circles that Jenkins had been arrested
by officers of the D.C. Morals Division.

The record showed that Jenkins, 46, was
picked up at the YMCA by two plainclothes~
men of the Morals Division Wednesday, Oct.
7, on a charge of “disorderly (indecent ges-~
tures)”. It said he “elected to forfeit” #50
collateral.

SECOND ARREST

Police refused to go beyond the official rec-
ord in the case. The record showed that an
Andy Choka, 60, a timekeeper at the soldlers
home here, was arrested at the same time by
the same officers and also elected to forfeit
850 collateral.

Jenkins is one of the men Republicans
want summoned as a witness in the resump-
tion of the Bobby Baker investigation by
the Senate Rules Committee.
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[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, Oct.
16, 1964]

PRESIDENT COMMENTS ON JENKINS—DECLARES
QuEesTION ABOUT CONDUCT OF AIDE NEVER
RAISED
WasHINGTON —President Johnson sald

Thursday night he had never had any infor-

mation before late Wednesday that “had ever

raised a question'” about the personal con-
duct of Walter Jenkins,

The President made this statement as
Goldwater forces stepped up their “scandal”
accusations against the Johnson administra-
tion and said that the Jenkins moral case
raises grave issues of national security.

Jenkins, long-time confidant and top alde
to Mr. Johnson, resigned suddenly Wednes-
day. It was disclosed that Jenkins had been
arrested on Oct. 7 on a charge of “disorderly
conduct (indecent gestures)” and that he
had been arrested five years before on a
charge of “disorderly conduct (pervert).” In
both cases he forfeited collateral.

PUBLIC INTEREST PUT FIRST

The President disclosed he had asked for
and received Jenkins' resignation Wednes-
day. He also said he had asked FBI director
J. Edgar Hoover to make an immediate and
comprehensive inquiry on the case and re-
port promptly “to me and the American
people.” The President noted that in any
such case, “the public interest comes be-
fore all personal feelings.”

Jenkins is now in George Washington Uni-
versity Hospital suffering from what his doc-
tor called “extreme fatigue.”

The Presldent In his statement Thursday
night, issued on his return from a political
campaign swing in New York state, sald no
information or report had ever come to him
before Wednesday that would raise a ques-
tion about Jenkins’ personal conduct.

CITES FINE RECORD

Taking cognizance of the 256 years that
Jenkins has been in his employ except for
military service during World War II and a
brief fling in politics on his own, Mr. John-
son sald:

“No man I know has given more personal
dedication, devotion and tireless labor.”

The President sald, “For myself and Mrs.
Johnson, I want to say that our hearts go
out with the deepest compassion for him and
for his wife and six children and they have
our love and prayers.”

The President's statement was, in effect, a
reply to an allegation by Dean Burch, chalr-
man of the Republican National Committee,
that Mr. Johnson had covered up for Jenkins
for five and one-half years—an allegation
based on the fact that Jenkins had been
arrested on a morals charge in 1959.

Burch said the “Walter Jenkins episode
raises grave questions of national security
which only the President can—and must—
answer. The story up to now is only partially
revealed.”

Burch sald the President must be aware
of the “nunembuity of morals offenders to
blackmail ..."

Sen. Barry Goldwater, the Republican
nominee, was asked for comment at a cam-
paign stop in Denver and replied:

“I haven't seen an account ot it. We just
had a report. I don't intend to comment
on it at any time.”

EXPLANATION ASKED

Here are other reactions:

Rep. William' E. Miller, the Republican
Vice Presidential nominee in Chicago, called
upon Mr. Johnson to explain how “this type
of man” could occupy such a high position
in the government. Miller said that if Jenkins
“had information vital to our survival, it
could be compromised very quiekly and very
dangerously.”

Richard M, Nixon in Ft. Wayne, Ind., de-
manded that President Johnson tell the na-
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tion what he knows of morals charges placed
against Jenkins. He sald Americans would
“not stand for Immorality in the White
House.”

Clifton White, chairman of the Cifizens
Committee for Goldwater-Miller, in Wash-
ington—"The effects upon America both na-
tionally and internationally can only be sur-
mised at this time."

“HEART ACHING"

Democratic Vice Presidential nominee Hu-
bert H. Humphrey, on the campaign trail in
Pennsylvania, said: “I'm sure the White
House will make whatever statement need
to be made.”

Mrs. Lyndon Johnson, in Washington, is-
sued a statement saying “My heart is aching”
for Walter Jenkins, whom she described as
“someone who has reached the end point of
exhaustion In dedicated service to his
country.”

Sen. Kenneth B. Keating (R-N.Y.), seeking
re-election against Democrat Robert F. Ken-~
nedy, sald he had no intention of exploiting
the case. “It has nothing to do with my
opponent.”

Sen. Jacob K. Javits (R-N.Y.)—"I think
security is an issue and if it turns out that
security is at stake, this will become an
issue.”

W. Averell Harrlman, an undersecretary of
state and former New York governer, accom-
panying Mr. Johnson on his New York cam-
paign tour—“I don’'t think it will hurt, I
think it will arouse sympathies for Jenkins.”

WAGNER COMMENTS

Mayor Robert F. Wagner of New York City,
a Democrat, asked whether the case would
hurt the Democratic campalgn—"I don't
know what the reaction will be. Certainly,
people will realize this is just an individual
person."

Sen. Karl Mundt (R-8.D.), in Sioux Falls,
declined to speculate upon the effect the
Jenkins case might have on the election.
“This is not unprecedented. It has happened
in both political parties as long as I've fol-
lowed politics,” he sald.

Meanwhile, it was learned that Mr. John-
son had ordered the FBI to attempt to de-
termine particularly whether the Jenkins
case involved any violations of national se-
curlty procedures or laws.

TO QUIZ ASSOCIATES

The investigative agency also will look into
Jenkins’ past history and interview assoclates
within the government in an effort to ascer-
tain whether or not anyone in government
had reason to belleve he had homosexual
tendencies, it was said.

Mr. Johnson, it was understood, told the
FBEI to employ as many agents as necessary
in the task. J

Once the Inquiry is completed, it is ex-
pected that the FBI will submit its findings
to the White House and that they will be
made public by the President.

One high source sald 1t was hoped this
report might be avallable for public release
in about a week.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, Oct.
16, 1964]
JENKINS CASE POSES QUESTIONS

The arrest of White House alde Walter
Jenkins on a morals charge is a personal
tragedy for all concerned, It also comes as
a deep shock to the natlon.

It is unfortumate that such a scandal
should break less than three weeks before
a national election in which far greater is-
sues are at stake than the personal behavior
of one man.

However, Jenkins has been one of President
Johnson's closest associates for 25 years, and
it is inescapable that the episode will become
a rs,ct.or in the presidential election,

On the strength of the notorious Bobby
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Baker case, Sen, Barry Goldwater has already
made “morality in the White House” a major
issue.

Now Richard Nixon demands to know why
two “bad apples” have shown up in Mr, John-
son's Immediate entourage. And GOP Na-
tional Chairman Dean Burch has charged
that the President “covered up” for Jenkins
on a simllar previously undisclosed offense in
1959.

Until further detalls are available, fair and
compassionate men will withhold judgment
on all such allegations.

The most troublesome aspect of the case—
the question of national security—transcends
politics, the Bobby Baker case and elements
of personal tragedy.

There is no reason to suppose that Jenkins
is other than a loyal American. But it is com-
monly recognized that persons suspected of
deviant conduct are vulnerable to blackmail
attempts by the Communists. As a result,
they are denied security clearances.

Yet Jenkins apparently had access to secret
information both pefore and after Mr. John-
son moved to the White House. He received
an FBI security clearance in 1958, before his
first alleged offense., But the FBI conducts
such investigations only upon request of ex-
ecutive agencles—and it reportedly received
no request from the White House on Jenkins,

President Johnson now has ordered a full
FBI investigation of circumstances leading to
the Jenkins resignation. The report should be
made promptly, and publicly.

In the process, the FBI should answer some
questions about its own role, too:

Why, as a result of routine federal-local
police co-operation, didn't Jenkins' arrest in
1969 show up in his security file? Or, if it did,
why was his security clearance not recon-
sidered?

The American people deserve assurances
that future Presidents—Including whoever is
elected Nov. 3—obtain securlity clearances on
all their associates, no matter how close,

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, Oct.
16, 19867]
RUMORS LED TO POLICE BLOTTER IN JENKINS
CAsSE

WasHINGTON.—The grapevine of rumor and
finally the words on a police blotter—all
within hours Wednesday—unlocked the story
of Walter Jenkins' arrest on morals charges
and his resignation as a top White House
alde.

Several newsmen received anonymous tips
about Jenkins' arrests a short time before
Republican National Chairman Dean Burch
issued a statement charging:

“The White House is desperately trying to
suppress a major news story affecting the
national security.”

ACCESS TO BOOK

Reporters went to District of Columbia
police headquarters, where officers gave them
the usual free access to the arrest book of
terse reports.

Case No. 2208 gave this report:

“8:35 p.m., Oct. 7. Name: Jenkins, Walter
‘Wilson, 3704 Huntington St., N.W., date of
of birth 3-23-18. White. Bm'n Jolly. Tex.
Occupation: Clerk., Married. Collateral $50
(CCB). Parents: Anna, John., Charge and
place arrested: at the YMCA disorderly (in-
decent gestures). Complainant R. L. Gra-
ham, Officer L. P. Drouillard. Disposition:
Elects to forfeit."”

MISSED BY REPORTERS

The record, however, did not immediately
attract the attention of police reporters, who
did not connect the name with that of the
White House aide. Police normally record
the occupation of a person arrested—Jenkins
was listed as “clerk”—but do not regularly
list his employer.

The tipsters had told .of a 1959 charge
against Jenkins and reporters checked back
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on that. Case No. 174 of Jan. 15, 10590 gave
this report:

“Time: 10:20 p.m. Name: Jenkins, Walter
Wilson, 3704 Huntington St., N.W. Bormn
8-23-18, Jolly, Tex. Occupation: Clerk, mar-
ried. Read and write, yes. Male, Collateral:
$25, Mother Anna Morgan, father John B.,
charge disorderly conduct (pervert).”

CHECK ON NAME

Was this the same Walter Jenkins who
had been President Johnson’s close aide for
over 20 years? Reporters had to be sure.
The name, the address, the birthplace, the
age, the parents’ names all matched. Had
somebody used his name?

As painstaking checking went on, White
House aldes announced in New York that
Jenkins had been hospitalized for extreme
fatigue. Newsmen there tried to check out
if the arrested man was Jenkins of the White
House staff. Asked about Burch’s statement,
White House press secretary George E.
Reedy sald:

“I don’t know what he’s talking about.”

JENEINS RESIGNS

Nearly three hours later, Reedy announced
that Jenkins had resigned. Reedy sald Mr.
Johnson had first learned about it as a
result of the reporters’ queries.

Meanwhile, Jenkins' doctor, Charles
Thompson, verified that Jenkins was 1,
with “sky high” blood pressure, insomnia,
tensions, agitations and extreme exhaustion.
The doctor would not comment on the
morals charges.

SECURITY ASPECT OF JENKINS CAsE CITED BY
MILLER

CHIcAGO.—Rep. Willlam E. Miller sald
Thursday that the Walter Jenkins incident
“yery, very serious” national security
questions that President Johnson should an-
swer for the American people.

The Republican Vice Presidential nominee
sald Mr. Johnson should explain how a man
such as Jenkins could occupy go high a posi-
tion in the government.

Commenting on Jenkins' arrest on a morals
charge and subsequent resignation as a top-
ranking White House aide, Miller said:

“Tf this type of man had information vital
to our survival, it could be compromised
very quickly and very dangerously.”

Among other things, he said, Mr, Johnson
should say whether Jenkins ever sat in on
meetings of the National Security Council or
of the Cabinet.

ANSWER QUESTIONS

Miller discussed the Jenkins case during a
question-and-answer period £ his
speech at a luncheon of the Executive Club
of Chicago.

It was one of six speaking appearances
during a full day of campaigning here.

Miller had told newsmen previously he
would have no comment on the Jenkins af-
fair, But a request for his reactlon was
among questions read by the toastmaster at
the luncheon.

Miller responded by discussing the Jenkins
incident in some detall and also bringing
up Jenkins’' role in the Bobby Baker case.
He sald Jenkins had been “protected by the
White House” in the Baker case.

JEnkINS Case Hurrs JoHNSON DRIVE; Sovier
SHAREUP MAY OFFseEr HARM
{By Laurence Burd)

WasHINGTON.—The Walter Jenkins case
struck President Johnson's election cam-
paign amldships, with heavy damage, just
when it seemed to be crulsing smoothly to-
ward victory in November.

Disclosure that Jenkins, long-time top alde
and confidant to Mr. Johnson, was twice ar-
rested on morals charges, plays right into
the hand of GOP Presidential nominee Barry
Goldwater's campalgn against “moral decay"
in the Johnson administration from the
White House down.
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Political strategists of every stripe agree
that the Jenkins episode, standing alone,
would cost the Johnson ticket a good many
votes in November.

But, by one of those twists of fate, the
damaging impact on Mr. Johnson of the
Jenkins case could be offset, at least in part,
by a completely unrelated development 5,000
miles away—in Moscow.

The surprise replacement of Russlan Pre-
mier Nikita S, Khrushchev a day after the
Jenkins case erupted Wednesday, poses new
global uncertainties.

Although it is too early to tell whether
the Moscow shakeup could presage an East-
West crisis, its occurrence less than three
weeks before the U.S, election is almost sure
to have an impact on the voting here.

If the past is any guide, the backlash from
Moscow is likely to help Mr, Johnson politi-
cally more than Goldwater. The majority of
American voters traditionally tend to rally
in times of global crisls or uncertainty to
the incumbent administratlon as a safer
haven than a new team of leaders.

Republicans will seek to make political
capital out of both the Jenkins episode and
the Moscow shakeup, but they have a much
more salable issue in the Jenkins case.

Former Vice President Richard M. Nixon
signaled the Republican line on the Eremlin
re-shuffle Thursday when he sald that this
is “all the more reason Sen, Barry Goldwater
should be in the White House.”

Nixon sald the United States needs Gold-
water’s “hard line” in dealing with the new
Moscow regime, rather than the softer line
of accommodation with Russia that Presi-
dent Johnson has taken.

Mr, Johnson can defend publicly, as he has,
his foreign policy stewardship, including U.S.
dealings with Moscow, but the Jenkins case
has left the President politically embarrassed.

Mr, Johnson is deeply vulnerable concern-
ing Jenkins, regardless of any explanation
he or his associates may make In the Presi-
dent’'s defense.

SECURITY RISK ISSUE

The most damaging aspect to the President
of the Jenkins case, stems not from Jenkins’
arrest last week on "disorderly (indecent ges-
tures)” charges, but his arrest Jan. 15, 1959,
on similar charges. Both arrests were made
at the Washington YMCA only two blocks
from the White House, and in both cases
Jenkins forfeited collateral.

The earller arrest raises, as the Republi-
cans have, the troubling question of how
the President could retain as a top alde,
with access to top-secret material, a man
whose moral background, based on the 1959
incident, could expose him (Jenkins) to
blackmail and make him a security risk.

Anonymous White House source have in-
dicated that Mr, Johnson was unaware, until
Wednesday, of either the 1959 or the recent
arrest of Jenkins. But this leaves the Presi-
dent open to the accusation that he neglected
elementary precautions that would have un-
covered a potentlal security risk within his
officlal family.

It is the “securlty risk" issue that the Re-
publicans are pressing publicly in the Jen-
kins case, while letting the voters make their
own judgment on its moral aspects.

However, Goldwater and his campaigning
assoclates are continuing to press their argu-
ment agalnst “scandals” and breakdown of
morals against the Johnson administration,
without specific mention of Jenkins. Thus,
Goldwater sald Thursday the President has
used “every power . ., to cover up one of the
sorriest rumors we have ever had in the na-
tion's capital”—and then explained he re-
ferred to the Bobby Baker case, not to Jen-
kins.

Jenkins himself was & key figure In the
Bobby Baker investigation conducted by the
Senate Rules Committee earlier this year, but
the committee’s Democratic majority refused
to accede to Republican members' demands
Jenkins be called as a witness.
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Don B. Reynolds, an insurance agent, told
the committee he bought $1,200 of adver-
tising time on a Johnson family television
station In Texas after Reynolds sold $100,000
worth of life insurance to Mr, Johnson,

JENKINS IN DEAL

Reynolds swore that arrangements for the
purchase of advertising time were made by
Jenkins, who denied it in an afidavit to the
committee.

In continuing to hammer at the adminis-
tration for a “cover-up” of the Bobby Baker
case, the Republicans can, if they choose, re-
mind the voters that Jenkins was a figure
in that controversy.

Some Republicans believe the whole Jen-
kins episode may give the Goldwater ticket
a blg enough shot in the arm to carry it to
victory in November,

The Democrats and some neutral political
analysts doubt the Jenkins' case impact will
be that great, particularly in view of the
Ehrushchev shakeup.

However, even Democratic sources, concede
that the party is likely to lose some votes
because of Jenkins. They are concerned that
the episode could, in possibly cutting down
Mr. Johnson’s vote, bring defeat of some
Democratic Senate and House candldates
where the races were close even before the
Jenkins’' misfortune struck.

FBI DmN't NOoTE CHARGE
(By David Eraslow)

WasHINGTON.—Both the FBI and the
Secret Service knew in 1961 that Walter
W. Jenkins, the resigned White House alde,
had been arrested by District of Columbia
police in 1959.

But what they did not know, apparently
because of a failure to check police records,
was that a morals charge was involved.

This was learned Thursday following an-
other arrest on a morals charge last week
of Jenkins, 46-year-old father of six.

As a confidant of Mr, Johnson for more
than two decades, Jenkins was close to vital
government secrets.

TIGHTER CLEARANCE SEEN

Whatever the effect on the Presidential
campalgn, the Jenkins case seemed certain
to result in tighter security clearance proce-
dures for persons employed at the White
House.

High administration sources were dis-
mayed, after learning that the FBI and
Secret Service knew of the 19569 arrest, that
no further investigation was made to deter-
mine the circumstances.

Some sources suggested that persons em-
ployed in high positions and who work
under intense pressures should be subjected
to a security investigation every year or so.

There is no such system now for White
House personnel. In fact, the FBI which
normally acts in such matters only at the
request of the executive branch, has not run
a security check on Jenkins since early 1958.

Jenkins at that time was the chief aide
to Mr. Johnson, then the Senate majority
leader.

The FBI security check was made at the
request of the Atomic Energy Commission,
which then gave Jenkins a “Q clearance,”
the highest there is.

~“I guess everyone figured that once he had
received a @ clearance there was no reason
to check him out again,” a source sald.

The FBI and Secret Service declined com-
ment, but it apparently learned of the 1858
arrest this way.

Jenkins was picked up by officers of the
District of Columbia’s police department's
morals division at the downtown YMCA, just
a few blocks from the White House.

APPARENTLY NOT NOTIFIED

After recelving the fingerprint card with
the “investigation-suspicion” notation, noth-
ing further was heard of the case,

The FBI apparently was not notified of the

IN 1959
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formal charge finally recorded by the Dis-

trict of Columbia police against Jenkins,

that of “disorderly conduct (pervert).” Jen-
kins forfeited $25 collateral which closed
the case as far as the police were concerned.

The fingerprint card on Jenkins went into
the files of the FBI's identification division,
where some 170,000,000 other fingerprint
cards are kept. These records are entirely
separate from the FBI's general files.

The D.C. Police Department, as do many
others, voluntarily sends to the FBI finger-
print cards on all arrested persons.

In 1961, the Kennedy-Johnson administra-
tion took office. As it does routinely with
every new administration, the Secret Serv-
ice fingerprinted all persons on the staffs of
Mr, Kennedy and Mr. Johnson prior to issu-
ing White House credentials.

SECRET SERVICE SILENT

The Secret Service sent Jenkins’ finger-
print card to the FBI on a routine check.

The FBI sent the Secret Service the in-
formation it had on Jenkins’ 1959 arrest,
which showed only the charge of “investiga-
tion-suspicion.”

The Secret SBervice declined to discuss the
matter because of the investigation an-
nounced Thursday by Hoover, but appar-
ently it did not ask the D.C. police in 1961
what became of the “investigation-suspi-
clon” case against Jenkins.

Last week Jenkins was again picked up at
the YMCA by morals division officers. He was
charged with “disorderly conduct (indecent
gestures)” and forfeited $50 collateral.

The FBI, it was said, would question
Jenkins' associates to determine if any sus-
pected him of tendencies such as those that
led to his arrests.

PrEsSIDENT'S “CURIOUS CREW" DENOUNCED BY
GOLDWATER—SENATOR MAEKES No DIRECT
MENTION OF JENKINS CASE

(By Robert E. Thompson)

Housron.—Sen. Barry Goldwater, without
making direct reference to Walter Jenkins,
heard the name of the deposed White House
alde shouted from a fervid crowd Thursday
as he denounced President Johnson's “cu-
rious crew.”

The Republican Presidential nominee, who
reportedly has decided to avoid making Jen-
kins’ morals arrest a campaign issue unless
he determines that it involves national secu-
rity, flew across the President’s home state
lambasting the administration as one of
drift, deception and defeat.

SOFT ON COMMUNISM

Standing before 31,000 cheering, placard-
waving fans In the Houston Colts’ stadium.
Goldwater also attacked Mr. Johnson for his
assoclation with Bobby Baker for an alleged
drift toward socialism and as being soft on
communism.

Over and over again, the Arizonan ridi-
culed what he called the *“curious crew”
around Mr. Johnson. J

He listed among 1ts members Baker, Billle
Sol Estes and Matthew McCloskey. Amid
tumultous cheers, someone in the crowd
asked “What about Walter?"

A number of persons in the crowd shouted
derogatory remarks about Jenkins,

EREMLIN SHAKEUP

Goldwater also sald that “communism, no
matter who speaks for it, will never bury us.”

It was the candidate’s first statement bear-
ing on the Eremlin shakeup in which Soviet
Premier Nikita 8. Ehrushchev was displaced
in a mid-campaign development which jolted
both political parties.

Goldwater revised the prepared text of his
speech which had read that “Khrushchev
will never bury us.”

Instead, he took note of the change In
Boviet leadership by substituting the words
“Communists, no matter who speaks for
it, will never bury us.”

Goldwater recelved enthusiastic receptions
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in Harlingen and Beaumont early in the day.
But upon his arrival in Houston, he drew
sparse, disappointing crowds as he motor-
caded more than 12 miles through the city,
Texas' largest.

Although Goldwater has ruled initially
that he will not discuss the arrest of Jenkins
on a morals charge, he released a statement
defining the former Presidential assistant's
status in the 8999th Air Force Reserve Squad-
ron, which Goldwater commands.

JENKINS FULL COLONEL

The report, signed by Maj. Gen. Barry
Goldwater, USAFR, pointed out that Jenkins
is a full colonel and has been a member of
the reserve unit since about Jan. 15, 1961.

In reply to a question about Jenkins' effi-
clency rating, the senator explained that Mr,
Johnson's long-time aide is assigned to head-
quarters command and, therefore, I was not
required to give him an efficiency rating.”

The brief Goldwater statement pointed
out that Jenkins already had been cleared
to receive classified material before he joined
the squadron.

During his first three years in the squad-
ron, Goldwater sald Jenkins attended 756%
of the meetings, But this year, the Presi-
dential nominee added, Jenkins, who resigned
Wednesday, has participated in only three
sesslons,

CLOSE TO WHITE HOUSE

While the Air Force secretary decreed in
June that all members not identified with
Congress would be forced to transfer from
the unit. Goldwater sald Jenkins was re-
tained “because of his closeness to the White
House.”

Under the June decree, Pennsylvania Gov.
William W. Scranton, who unsuccessfully
sought the GOP Presidential nomination
against Goldwater, had to leave the squadron.

Bources close to Goldwater sald the sena-
tor had determined that he will make no
mention of Jenkins' arrest on a morals charge
Oct. 7 unless he believes the government was
derelict in granting Jenkins clearance for par-
ticipation in natlonal security affairs.

But Sen. John Tower (R-Tex.), who
traveled with Goldwater across the state, in-
dicated to mewsmen that the Republicans
have a major issue in security questions
arising from the Jenkins case.

The Jenkins case reportedly was high on
the agenda of a night meeting in Houston
between Goldwater and his top compaign ad-
visers, GOP national chairman Dean Burch,
campalgn director Dennison Kitchel, research
director Edward McCabe, and John Greiner,
deputy director of the Republican National
Committee.

PRESTIGE DECLINE CLAIMED

Goldwater emphasized at all three cities
his view that Mr, Johnson is leading the na-
tion toward soclalism and is grasping for
power.

Stating that no man can “withstand the
temptation” of power now vested in the
Presidency, Goldwater told an outdoor au-
dience of about 12,000 at Beaumont that his
first act in the White House would be “to see
that powers are returned to the executive
branch.”

In Beaumont, where labor is strong, Gold-
water also criticized compulsory arbitration
between labor and management. He sald that
as President, he would invoke the law only
in strikes where outsiders are hurt.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Oct. 17, 1964]
Arrempr To Sorr PEDAL JENKINS STORY
ReveALED—ToP DEMOCRATIC LAWYERS Vis-
ITED OFFICES OF CAPITAL PAPERs To Maxe
REQUESTS
WasHINGTON—Two prominent Democratic
lawyers, both possible candidates for attorney
general in a Johnson administration, tried to
soft pedal the Walter Jenkins story in Wash-
ington newspapers, it was disclosed Friday.
Jenkins, 46, a trusted alde and close friend
of Mr. Johnson for 25 years, resigned his
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White House post Wednesday night after the
disclosure that e had been arrested on
morals charges in 19569 and again last week.

The two lawyers who visited three Wash-
ington newspapers to suggest that the story
be withheld or treated “kindly” were Abe
Fortas and Clark Clifford, both friends of and
advisers to Mr. Johnson.

PUBLISHER'S STORY

Last December Fortas withdrew as defense
counsel for Bobby Baker. He said he did it to
avold possible “embarrassment” arising from
“certaln assignments” he had undertaken
for the new Johnson administration. Fortas
has been mentioned as the possible choice to
succeed Robert F. Kennedy as attorney gen-
eral.
Clifford was a White House aide to Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman. In 1963 he was named
by President John F. Eennedy to head his
foreign intelligence advisory board. He also
has been mentioned as a possible attorney
general.

Newbold Noyes, editor of the Washington
Star, sald Friday that Fortas and Clifford
came to the Star's office Wednesday after the
Star began making inquiries at the White
House about Jenkins after learning of his
arrest,

REQUEST MADE

“About a half hour after that Fortas and
Clifford walked into the office,” sald Noyes.
“In all fairness, it was in response to our call
that they came.”

Noyes sald the two lawyers confirmed
Jenkins' identity, sald he was sick and was
entering a hospital. Noyes also sald they told
him the final decision would be up to the
President, but that they were “certaln he
(Jenkins) was out.” Jenkins now is in a
hospital.

“They asked us in what seemed to be a very
proper and low-key way to consider whether
this was a story that we would want to print.”
Noyes sald.

X, The Star did not publish the story that

ay.

John T. O'Rourke, editor of the Washing-
ton Dally News, sald the News had the story
in memorandum form when the two Johnson
advisers arrived. He quoted them as asking
him to “treat it as kindly as you can, and
not at all if possible.”

Alfred W. Friendly, managing editor of the
Washington Post and an acquaintance of
both men, sald he learned of the arrests from
them. He said they told him the “whole
story” and did not ask that it not be pub-
ll.bs:}ed. Jenkins earlier had told Fortas the
story.

THE PEOPLE SPEAR: JENKINS Case To Cut
SHrr oF GOP VOTERS

(By Samuel Lubell)

The arrest of President Johnson's key alde,
Walter Jenkins, is likely to reduce somewhat
the number of Republican voters who have
talked of shifting to Mr. Johnson on Nov. 3.

The arrest will also strengthen the disgust
with both candidates that already exists and
is particularly strong in the South.

But the “Jenkins scandal” is not likely to
defeat Mr. Johnson for election.

These judgments are offered on the basis
of my interviews with typical voters all across
the country during the past three months.

Those interviews revealed, as I reported
previously that the attacks on Mr. Johnson’s
personal integrity were the one aspect of
the Goldwater-Miller campalgning that was
having an appreciable impact on the voters.

SWITCH LIMITED

‘The arrest of Jenkins, who is so intimately
linked with the Bobby Baker case, is bound
to intensify prevailing suspiclons of Presi-
dent Johnson's personal honesty—suspiclons
which have been mentioned by a steadily in-
creasing number of voters during the past
months,

Up to now these suspicions have caused
only a limited number of Democratic voters
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to switch to Sen. Barry Goldwater. I would
expect that to continue to be the case, al-
though this is a point I will be checking
carefully In future interviewing.

Often Johnson supporters have confessed
that they felt “uneasy” or "uncomfortable™
about the handling of the Bobby Baker case,
but they have suppressed these misgivings
because of much stronger fears of what Gold-
water would do.

FEELINGS EXPRESSED

A Memphis widow summed up a widely
held feeling when she sald, “Johnson is out
for all he can get, but Goldwater scares
me to death.”

Distrust of the President has also been a
major factor in the indecision of apprecia-
ble numbers of Republicans who have talked
hesitantly about switching to Mr. Johnson.
Many of them have said, ‘T'd go for Johnson
if I didn't think he was personally involved
with Bobby Baker.”

These wavering or undeclded Republicans
are most likely to be affected by the Jenkins
development. The “scandal” may also have
an important impact on the voters who have
been torn between a dislike of both candi-
dates. These voters are quite numerous in
the South, where a strong conflict is raging
between resentments over civil rights and
economic fears stirred by Goldwater’s
policies.

JENEINS CASE SEEN As HELP FOR GOLDWATER

Sioux Ciry, Jowa.—Denison Kitchel, exec-
utive director of the Republican Presidential
campaign, predicted Friday that the Walter
Jenkins affair would have a significant effect
on the election.

“] don't see how it can do anything but
help Barry,” said Kitchel as he rode up the
Missouri River with Sen. Barry Goldwater.

Kitchel then told newsmen he did not
think “we ought to say anything at all about
it (the Jenkins case).”

Kitchel said the high-level GOP strategy
conference held Thursday night in Houston
did not touch on the resignation of Jenkins
as a top alde to President Johnson. Jenkins
quit Wednesday after revelations that he had
been arrested twice on morals charges.

Kitchel sald that most of the conference
was devoted to a discussion of Goldwater's
schedule in the final two weeks of the cam-
paign. He sald it was decided to step up the
Senator’s television broadcasting in the final
weeks of the campaign.

He sald that the campalgn so far was going
on schedule and that they had decided to
leave Goldwater's agenda fiexible, “so that
we can wait until we see where we need a
little extra effort.”

Kitchel said Goldwater already had sched-
uled two half-hour nation-wide television
appearances next week, two more the follow-
ing week and one on election eve.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Oct 15, 1964]
JoHNSON AIDE RESIGNS FOLLOWING MORALS

ARREST—JENKINS, PRESIDENT'S LONGTIME

ASSISTANT, ACCUSED OF INDECENCY

(By David Kraslow)

WasHINGTON —Walter W, Jenkins, one of
President Johnson’s principal assistants, was
arrested last week on a disorderly conduct
charge involving “indecent gestures,” it was
revealed Wednesday.

In New York, the travellng White House
announced within hours that Jenkins had
resigned. President Johnson accepted  the
resignation and appointed another White
House assistant, Bill D. Moyers, to take Jen-
kins' place.

The arrest of Jenkins, who figured promi-
nently inthe Bobby Baker investigation,
came to light in District of Columbia police
records after rumors of the arrest swept
Washington during the day.

POLICE RECORDS CITED

The police records show that Jenkins, 46-

year-old father of six children, was arrested
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on Oct. 7 at the downtown YMCA in Wash-
ington by officers of the morals division.

The police records also showed that Jenkins
was arrested on a similar charge at the
YMCA on Jan. 15, 1959, In both cases, Jen-
kins “elected to forfeit” collateral ($256 in
1959, $50 last week) rather than contest the
charges.

The charge last week was '*disorderly con-
duct (indecent gestures).” In 1959, it was
“disorderly conduct (pervert).”

The charges against Jenkins were misde-
meanors. With the forfeiture of bond, the
cases are closed as far as the police are con-
cerned.

An FBI spokesman declined comment
when asked if the bureau had known of
Jenkins' arrest in 1959.

Security checks on persons appointed to
high office by the President usually are made
by the FBI. Jenkins started working for Mr.
Johnson 20 years ago and had the title of
“special assistant” to the President before
he resigned.

Jenkine was not avallable for comment.
A secretary in his office sald Jenkins' doctors
ordered him to a hospital Wednesday for a
“checkup” because he was ‘physically ex-
hausted.”

Later, Dr. Charles Thompson, Jenkins'
physician, sald Jenkins was admitted to
George Washington Unlversity Hospital suf-
fering from “nervous exhaustion and high
blood pressure.”

Earlier in the evening, before Jenkins' res-
ignation was announced, newsmen asked
White House Press Secretary George Reedy
if he knew anything about Jenkins' arrest
last week.

“Walter Jenkins has been suffering from
extreme fatigue.” Reedy replied. “He has
been sent to (the) hospital by his physi-
clam i, .

Asked again If he knew anything of the
arrest, Reedy sald. “I know nothing of any
arrest.”

The White House statement later on the
resignation made no referrence to Jenkins'
arrests,

CONTROVERSIAL FIGURE

Shy and mild-mannered, Jenkins was a
controversial figure in the Senate Rules Com-
mittee's investigation of Baker, the former
secretary to Senate Democrats and a chief
alde to the President during Mr. Johnson's
days as Senate majority leader.

Insurance agent Don B. Reynolds testified
before the Rules Committee last spring that
at Jenkins’ suggestion he $1,208
in advertising time on the Johnson family's
television station in Texas. Reynolds sald
this was done in 1957 after he wrote 100,000
in insurance on the life of Mr. Johnson, then
a senator.

Jenkins said in an affidavit to the com-
mittee that he had no knowledge of any ar-
rangement by whlch Reynolds purchased the
advertising tim

Democratic m.embers of the committee re-
peatedly overruled Republican requests that
Jenkins be called as a witness.

CHIEF OF STAFF .

Jenkins often was referred to by his asso-
clates as Mr. Johnson's chief of staff, begin-
ning with Mr, Johnson's service in the House
and Senate and continuing on through his
days as Vice President and President.

He has been a close family friend as well
as a man to whom the President entrusted a
variety of confidential chores, political and
otherwise. A native Texan; Jenkins once was
both an officer and stockholder in the John-
son family broadcasting corporation.

Jenkins' arrest came to light after rumors
began circulating in Washington. Police
made no attempt to suppress their records
when reporters began checking.

Shortly atter 6 p.m. Wadneadsy. Repub-
lican ‘National Chairman Dean Burch is-
sued this statement:

"I‘hmhn.zapwtswuplnswmmgbon
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that the White House is desperately trying
to suppress a major news story affecting na-
tional security.”

Republican officials apparently knew of
Jenkins’ arrests, but Burch and GOP press
spokesman Lee Edwards declined to elaborate
on Burch’s statement.

Asked about Burch's statement, Reedy sald,
“I don’t know what he's talking about.”

Jenkins periodically has attended meetings
of the National Security Council, which deals
with the country’s most vital secrets.

In 1959 and agaln last week, Jenkins gave
his occupation as *“clerk” when booked at
police headquarters.

The story did not come to light before now,
although it was a public record, because
Washington police reporters did not connect
Jenkins on the police blotter with the one
working in the White House. In listing his
occupation as a clerk, Jenkins would have
raised no suspicions.

Jenkins was arrested at 8:35 p.m. on Oct.
7. The police records also showed that Andy
Choka, 80, a tilmekeeper at the Soldlers Home
in Washington, was arrested at the same
time, at the same place, in a men’s room of
the YMCA, by the same officers and also
elected to forfeit 850 collateral. Choka could
not be reached late Wednesday.

Jenkins' doctors sald he had “just worn
himself out” and was expected to remain in
the hospital for at least four or five days.

A hospltal official sald Jenkins' doctors de-
cided 1t was best to have Jenkins rest up
from the “trying time" of the Presidential
campaign.

The official said Jenkins' condition is “sat-
isfactory at the moment.”

Jenkins’ long service with Mr. Johnson
was interrupted twice—for service during
World War II and when he made an unsuc-
cessful race for Congress In Texas in 1951,

His war service took him to Africa, Corsica
and Italy, He was discharged as a major.

‘While in the Army, he was married to the
former Marjorie Whitehill in 1945. They have
two daughters and four sons.

Jenkins attended the University of Texas.

PrEsSs SECRETARY TELLS APPROVAL OF
RESIGNATION
(By Don Irwin)

New York.—President Johnson Wednes-
day night accepted the resignation of White
House assistant Walter W, Jenkins three
hours after learning of Jenkins' arrest in a
Washington morals case.

The resignation of Jenkins, a close John-
son assoclate for 20 years, was announced at
10:15 pm. at a briefing hastily called by
George Reedy, White House press secretary.

As Reedy met reporters, Mr. Johnson
waited in white tie and tails to address an
audience at the Alfred E. Smith dinner in
the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. Reedy announced
the ;‘eslgnnt.lon in the following terse state-
ment:

“As I told some of you earlier today, Wal-
ter Jenkins, who has been suffering from
fatigue, went into the hospital this after-
noon on the orders, of his doctor.

“Walter Jenkins submitted his resigna-
tion this afternoon as special assistant. The
resignation was accepted and the President
has appolinted Bill B. Moyers (another spe-
cial assistant) to succeed him.”

In response to a query. Reedy sald the
resignation had been accepted shortly before
he issued his announcement. Before Mr,
Johnson went to the dinner, Reedy was clos-
eted with the President for more than an
hour in Mr. Johnson's 36th floor sulte. The
President falled to appear for a reception
preceding the dinner but was on hand look-
ing grave when the speaking perlod began.

NO FURTHER COMMENT

Reedy had no further comment on the
embarrassing affair, but a White House
source sald that the President had first
learned of Jenkins' arrest shortly before he
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left the Waldorf-Astoria at 6:35 p.m. for an
unpublicized call on Mrs, Jacqueline Een-
nedy.

Piesldent.ial assistants insisted the first
knowledge the White House had received of
the matter came from queries put to Reedy by
newspapermen. There was no report from
District of Columbia police at the time of
the arrest, they said.

On his return from the visit to Mrs. Ken-
nedy, the President was said to have directed
that inquiries be made about the Jenkins
affair. Shortly thereafter, Jenkins' written
resignation, effective immediately, was sub-
mitted at the White House and the President
was advised of its receipt, sources said.

White House associates declined to charac-
terize in any way the Presldent’s reaction to
the news that led to the resignation of his
old associate. They declined to name anyone
with whom he had discussed the case.

No White House source accompanying the
President on his New York speaking tour was
ready to say whether Jenkins had any se-
curity clearance. It has been standard prac-
tice since the Truman administration to con~
duct security checks on all policy-level offi-
cials on the White House staff.

There was no hint here whether Jenkins'
departure from the White House staff would
make him uiore readily available for ques-
tioning by the Senate Rules Committee,

The committee has had before it for some
months testimony that Jenkins handled the
gift of a stereo phonograph to Mr. Johnson
from a Washington insurance man. The sel
was given before Mr. Johnson became Viee
President in 1961,

NERVOUS COLLAPSE

White House staffl members stood by the
report that Jenkins is suffering a nervous col-
lapse, but they said they believed he had
been at work at the White House as recently
as Tuesday.

Jenkins' White House assoclates had noth-
ing but praise for his performance of his du-
ties. One of them said his service had been
considerably more than “satisfactory” and
called Jenkins “one of the finest men I know.”

ExmIisIT 4

NEws COVERAGE OF Two 1860 PRESIDENTIAL
CAMPAIGN STORIES IN 43 NEw ENGLAND
DALy NEWSPAPERS

A. THE STUDY

This report results from a resolution
adopted in 1959 by the New England Society
of Newspaper Editors authorizing an experi-
mental study of objectivity in the news
columns of daily newspapers in the region
during the campaign period preceding the
Presidential campaign of 1960,

The resolution stipulated that the study
“should be conducted exclusively by trained
newspapermen” and that their “approach
should be frankly professional and even sub-
Jective, rather than purely mechanical or
‘scientific.”

Three trained newsmen were prevailed
upon to undertake the task. They are Nor-
man E. Isaacs, managing editor of The Louis-
ville Times; Carl E. Lindstrom, former editor
of The Hartford Times and a past president
of the New England Society; and Arthur
Edward Rowse, an assistant city editor of
The Washington Post.

Mr. Isaacs, a former president of the Asso-
clated Press Managing Editors, was familiar
with the problems facing any group about to
study newspapers during a campaign period
since he had been chosen by Sigma Delta
Chi to be chairman of its national Ethics
Committee established in 19556 to examine
the feasibility of a nation-wide newspaper
study.

Mr. Lindstrom has long been familiar with
New England journalism and was the first
editor of The American Editor, established by
the Society. He joined the Committee after
completing a year as professor in journalism
at the University of Michigan.
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Before jeining The Washington Post, Mr.
Rowse had served in New England journalism
and he is the author of Slanted News, a case
study of the Nixon and Stevenson fund
stories during the 1952 Presidential cam-
paign,

The three men held a prelli.inary meeting
in Providence to review the prospects and to
determine upon a course of action, Since
funds were not available to study the entire
scope of election coverage during the 1960
campalgn, they agreed that it would be wise
to walt out the campaign to see what specific
situations might arise and decide later upon
what to focus.

In the meantime, they decided to obtain a
representative sampling of the largest news-
papers in each of the New England states.
They selected forty-three newspapers to be
studied, A list of these papers, indicating
their respective circulations and news serv-
ices in 1960, is appended to this report.

Issues for each of the forty-three news-
papers between October 1 and November 9,
1960, were obtained by subscription. In each
case, the subscription order was for the par-
ticular edition having the largest circulation.
Only a very few editions were not received
and tabulations indicate that these do not
appear to affect the over-all findings. It is
possible that newspapers with multiple edi-
tions and which are recorded in the study as
not publishing certain stories may have car-
ried some material in editions which were
not received. The central fact remains that
the Commi*‘iee attempted to concentrate on
the prime editions of the newspapers being
studied.

The Committee continued to consult,
much of it by long-distance telephone. The
search had been for a story or stories that
might reflect newspaper attitudes in the
handling thereof. There was no single story
that could be found, but there were two
stories, on opposite sides of the politic?
fence.

One story was embarrassing to the Den
cratic nominee; the other could reflect upon
the Republican nominee.

The one which affected the Democratic
Party was the direct move of the Roman
Catholic bishops in Puerto Rico to influence
the election there. With John F. Kennedy's
religion already a campaign issue, this could
not but be a story which reflected upon the
Democratic nominee’s affiliation.

The story affecting the Republican nomi-
nee concernid the loan of $205,000 to Vice
President Richard Nixon's brother, Donald,
by Howard Hughes and his Hughes Tool
Company. The Committee considered this a
story of potential significance because only
elght years earlier Mr. Nixon had been the
center of the famous $18,000 expense fund
in the 1952 campaign.

Before this decision to study the two
stories was reached, several universities en-
gaged in journalism research were sounded
out about performing the eventual process-
ing work that would be required by the
Committee. A final arrangement had been
reached with Boston University, an institu-
tion with which the Soclety is assoclated.

Once the storles to be studied were
selected, the newspapers were shipped to
Boston University. There, they were proc-
essed by graduate students in the School of
Communications. This phase of the work
was under the supervision of Dr. David
Manning White, who has long been active in
Journalism research and who did the original
“gatekeeper” study of telegraphic news han-
dling some years ago.

The processing teams searched through
each newspaper for the stories on the Nixon
loan and the Puerto Rican issue. Each story
located was marked on a tabulating form
for page, head size, placement in the page
and length, The tear pages were then
attached.

This work at the University was financed
by voluntary contributions from member
newspapers of the Soclety. This was the only
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expenditure in connection with the study,
since Messrs. Isaacs, Lindstrom and Rowse
contributed their services without fee, and
also paid their own travel and incidental
costs.

When the processing was completed in
Boston, the tabulated forms and tear pages
were transmitted to each of the three Com-
mittee members in turn. Each also was pro-
vided the wire files on both stories by The
Associated Press and by United Press Inter-
national.

The newsmen then studied the entire ac-
cumulation independently, reporting to the
others at the conclusion of their research.

Although the Committee members were in
general agreement, a first draft effors
resulted in vigorous debate over phrasings
and over Iinterpretations. A second draft
smoothed out some of these differences, and
a final meeting was then held in Washington
to review the basic findings and to make a
careful recheck of certain of the aspects
surrounding the two stories.

This report represents a third and final
draft concensus of the Committee members’
professional conclusions, reached after
thoughtful consideration and debate, and
based upon the data obtained from the news-
paper editions available, the wire service files
and the processing supplied by Boston Uni-
versity.

B. THE NIXON STORY

As has been noted in Section A, the Com-
mittee considered the loan to Nixon's brother
of potential significance partly because of
the Vice President's own difficulties eight
years earlier. It will be recalled that more
than a few American newspapers reacted ex-
tremely slowly to the episode in 1952 involv-
ing the Vice President. Some papers were
openly accused of bias. There was a tenta-
tive supposition on the Committee's part that
most newspapers would desire to be swift
and comprehensive in the reporting of any
new fund story or stories.

Although the two funds (1952 and 1960)
each involved possible conflicts of interest,
they were different in some important as-
pects. Whereas the 1952 fund had been set
up by 76 constituents for Nixon’s use, the
1960 case involved a $205,000 business loan
to Nixon's brother, Donald, by Howard
Hughes and his Hughes Tool Co.

The first 1960 story to appear in print
came not as the result of any independent
research, but came direct from the Nixon
organization. It was given exclusively to Pe-
ter Edson, Washington columnist for the
Newspaper Enterprise Association (NEA).

Edson's columns are regularly included in
the NEA Bervice packages, received by mem-
ber newspapers in advance, normally in
printed form. Eleven of the forty-three news-
papers studied are listed as subscribers to
NEA and therefore presumably received the
Edson column, Only three of these newspa-
pers, however, were listed as using the story.

Edson's column led with a statement that
Democratic opponents of the Vice President
were Investigating his brother Donald’s busi-
ness deals In an effort “to publicize these
transactions just before the election in some
way that will reflect discredit” upon the Vice
President.

“In an attempt to offset any such move,”
continued the Edson column, “the Nixon
headquarters in Washington has made avail-
able to this reporter a full explanation of all
relevant facts in the record, to get the story
out in the open and end the gossip.”

Robert H. Finch, Nixon's personal cam-
paign manager, was quoted as stating that
the Vice President never had any part or
investment in his brother's business enter-
prises and that most of the deals were not
known to the Vice President until after their
completion.

Edson then described the $205,000 business
loan to Donald Nixon, secured in part by a
mortagage on a small plot of land owned by
the Nixon brothers’ mother, Hannah, A<cord-
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ing to the Edson column, the money came
from Frank Waters, described as an attorney
and high school friend of Donald Nixon's
wife. Waters was then depicted as deeding
the property to Frank Reiner, who was iden-
tified in the column as a creditor who had
threatened to foreclose on Donald Nixon.

Only the Quincy Patriot-Ledger published
the Edson column on October 25. The follow-
ing day, two more newspapers published the
column. The Hartford Times carried the
headline: “Nixon Makes Clear Brother’s
Deals Do Not Involve Him." The New Haven
Register headline read: “Nixon Family Fi-
nances Are Smear Target.”

The eight NEA subscribers which did not
use the Edson column were the Bangor Dally
News, Boston Traveler, Fall River Herald
News, Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, Lowell Sun,
Manchester Union-Leader, Nashua Telegraph
and Springfield Union.

On October 26, there also appeared a Drew
Pearson column, in which the assertion was
made that the money loaned to Donald Nixon
had come from Howard Hughes. In this col-
umn, Pearson stated that at the time of the
loan in December, 1956, Hughes had “various
important matters before the government"
and went on to contend that “many of these
problems got better treatment after the
loan.”

According to the Pearson column, the fol-
lowing things happened to Hughes' owned
firms after the loan: “A route from St. Louis
to Miami was granted TWA, A Justice De-
partment civil antitrust suit against the
Hughes Tool Company was settled by a con-
sent decree on April 4, 1958. TWA's Far East-
ern route was extended to Manila, January,
1957. And Hughes Alrcraft was awarded de-
fense contracts early in 1957 totalling around
$16,000,000.”

Only three New England papers could be
found to have used the Pearson column.
The Waterbury American used it on October
26 under the Page 1 headline: “Attempted
Backfire Story Bares Nixon Family Loan.”

The Springfield Dally News and The Ports-
mouth Herald used the Pearson column the
following day, both also on Page 1. Efforts of
the Committee to obtain a list of newspapers
to which the Pearson column was available
were unsuccessful,

There was no wire service treatment of the
loan story until late in the day of October
26, UPI transmitted a story at 4:08 pm., and
the Associated Press followed at 10:26 p.m.

The AP’s lead was on a strong denial of
the Pearson statements by Finch. He called
the story “an obvious political smear,” and
he denled the loan was from Hughes. He
sald the Vice President was not involved in
any way. UPI also carried Finch's denial, but
this was down in the body of the story.

Despite the availability of these two wire
service accounts, nothing was found in eight
of the morning papers on October 27. These
were the Boston Globe, Boston Herald, Bur-
lington Free-Press, Hartford Courant, Law-
rence Eagle-Tribune, Manchester Union-
Leader, Rutland Herald and Worcester Tele-
gram.

For evening papers of October 27, both
wire services cleared stories between 5 and
6 a.m. Both storles led with Finch’'s state-
ment.

There was no sign of elther wire story in
twelve of the afternoon newspapers. These
were the Barre-Montpelier Times-Argus,
Boston Evening Globe, Boston Traveler,
Brockton Enterprise, Fall River Herald-
News, Hartford Times, Holyoke Transcript,
Nashua Telegraph, Salem Evening News,
Stamford Advocate and Worcester Gazette.
Of these, the Hartford Times had earlier car-
rled the Edson column.

The Committee at this juncture merely
notes that of the forty-three newspapers
being examined, nineteen, or nearly half, are
recorded as passing up a wire-serviced news
story with some of the same undertones as
marked the fund episode two elections earlier.
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Of the twenty-four newspapers that did
use the story, nine elected to place it on
Page 1, These were the New Britain Herald,
both the Waterbury American and the Re-
publican, both the Springfleld Union and
the News, the Concord Monitor, Lowell Sun,
New London Day and Portsmouth Herald.
Of these newspapers, the Waterbury Ameri-
can and Springfield News had carried the
Pearson column.

A four-column headline on the top right
side of the New Britaln Herald was the best
play the story received. Aside from the
Springflield News, no other Page 1 headline
was larger than single column in width. The
Lowell Sun treated the story without head-
line, placing it as a run-in to other campaign
matter.

Most of those newspapers which put the
story on inside pages ran about eight inches
of type under one-column headlines varying
from 14 points to 24 points in size. The New
Bedford Standard-Times put the Pinch state-
ment at the end of a long Nixon campaign
dispateh on Page 3.

For morning newspapers of October 28,
both wire services moved dispatches leading
with a Justice Department statement that
Pearson's linking of the loan to Donald Nixon
with the settlement of the Hughes Tool Com-
pany antitrust suit was a “baseless inuendo.”
The Department asserted that the antitrust
action had been filed after the loan was
made.

Nothing of this story could be found in
twenty-eight of the papers studied on that
date. Some of the fifteen newspapers that
did use the story cut it sharply and placed
small headlines on it. Some of the head-
lines were questionable. The Providence
Bulletin reported in its headline, “Justice
Dept. Nails Pearson Charge.” The Boston
American head said, “Writer Hit In Nixon
Smear Try.”

A second column by Drew Pearson ap-
peared on October 29, The columnist charged
that the Nixons had gone to great lengths
to keep the Hughes loan a secret and to avold
paying capital gains taxes., Pearson also as-
serted that Vice President Nixon’s name had
appeared on a list of prospective purchasers
of Nixon business stock.

This Pearson column could he found in
only one New England paper, the Portsmouth
Herald, which published it on Page 13 under
a two-column head.

Up to this point, it could be debated by
professional newsmen as to whether there
was actually a solid news story, or not. The
Committee takes the position that it def-
initely became a mnews story on the night
of October 26, after both wire services had
transmitted accounts, and that it was one of
potential, if as yet unproved, significance.

In the Committee’s judgment, the matter
passed beyond any debate stage on Oecto-
ber 30, when the AP sent a dispatch from
Los Angeles at 5:38 p.m., reporting that
Donald Nixon had admitted that the $205,-
000 loan had originated from the Hughes
Tool Company.

But nothing of this could be located In
nine of the morning newspapers, They were
the Bangor Dally News, Boston Herald,
Burlington Free-Press, Hartford Courant,
Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, Manchester Union-
Leader, Portland Press-Herald, Providence
Journal and Rutland Herald.

The story, however, did appear promi-
nently on the front page of three morning
papers, the Boston Globe, Waterbury Re-
publican and Lewiston Sun. A fourth, the
Boston Record, cut the story to six inches
and put it on Page 17.

Both wire services sent out rewritten ver-
slons of the story early Monday morning, the
AP at 4:30 a.m., UPI at 6:59. The AP lead
sald Donald Nixon “acknowledges” that the
loan came from Hughes. UPI, however,
treated the story differently. It started out:
“Donald Nixon denied last night that his
brother Vice President Richard M. Nixon
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ever had any financlal interest in his com-
pany, Nixon’s Inc., or that he had ever asked
his brother for governmental favors.” The dis-
patch went on to say that Donald Nixon
accused Drew Pearson of trylng to smear
the Republican nominee, The first mention of
Donald Nixon’s admission that the loan came
from Hughes appeared in the 70th line of
the dispatch. A casual reader could easlly
have missed it.

Neither AP nor UPI story could be found
in ten of the evening papers. These were the
Barre-Montpelier Times-Argus, Boston Trav-
eler, Brockton Enterprise, Fall River Herald-
News, New Bedford Standard-Times, New
Britaln Herald, New London Day, Portsmouth
Herald, S8alem Evening News and Springfield
News.

Some of the newspapers that did use the
story did not headline Donald Nixon’s ad-
mission. The Worcester Telegram, for exam-
ple, based its headline on the second para-
graph of the AP story, saylng: “Nixon’s
Brother Denies Loan Won Favors.” The
Springfield Union’s headline came from the
fourth paragraph: “GOP Nominee's Brother
Flays Pearson Story.” The Waterbury Amer-
ican sald: “Donald Says Brother Was Not In-
volved.” The admission of the loan appeared
in the subheadline. In the Boston American,
the headline sald: “Donald Nixon Explains
Loan."” In the Stamford Advocate, the head-
line phrase was “Reports Detalls.” The New-
port Dally News preferred “Explains.” The
Concord Monitor wused this variation:
“Brother Of Nixon In Explanation Of Loan.”
Other newspapers used words like “Admit”
and “Concedes.”

On the same day, October 80, the AP
cleared a story at 6:08 p.m., reporting that
Finch admitted he was misinformed when
he denled in the beginning that the loan
had come from Hughes. Twenty-two minutes
later, the AP transmitted a short story that
Drew Pearson had asked for a congressional
investigation of the loan.

Only two morning papers printed either
story. They were the Waterbury Republican
and Lewiston Sun.

As to the second story (Pearson’s request
for investigation), the fact that the vast
majority did not use it can easlly be justified
on the ground that a columnist’s request for
a congressional investigation is not neces-
sarily a news story.

The Finch story ralses a problem, however,
On the one hand, the Committee earlier
noted that twenty newspapers did not carry
the first wire storles in which Finch de-
nounced Pearson's . These twenty
could reasonably hold that they were not
obligated to correct a statement they had
never carried.

But what of the twenty-one newspapers
which had carried the earlier Finch denlals?
CGiving thoughtful welght to the principle
of equity of news treatment, the Committee
can find no excuse to justify the omission
of the October 30 Finch statement by these
twenty-one newspapers.

On November 1, the first edition of the New
York Post carried a story from Los Angeles
quoting accountant Frank Reiner as saying
that “all major decisions concerning a $206,-
000 Hughes Tool Company loan to Donald
Nixon were cleared with his brother, Vice
President Richard Nixon.”

The AP cleared a report on this at 9:59
a.m. and UPI at 10:51 a.m. However, it could
not be found in twenty-one of the twenty-
eight New England afternoon papers. Storles
were found In seven papers—Boston Ameri-
can, New Bedford Standard-Times, Paw-
tucket Times, Woonsocket Call, Waterbury
American, Springfield News and Lowell Sun.
Two of these papers, the Waterbury Amerl-
can and Springfield News, also printed a new
Pearson column relating the difficulties en-
countered in trying to ascertain the truth of
stories llke the Nixon loan.

The wire services moved night leads on
the New York Post story for next day's morn-
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ing papers, but nothing could be located in
nine of the fifteen papers. These were the
Boston Herald, Boston Record, Hartford
Courant, Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, Manches-
ter Union-Leader, Burlington Free Press,
Worcester Telegram, Rutland Herald and
Bangor Dalily News.

The slx morning papers that did print the
story were the Boston Globe, Lewiston Sun,
Portland Press-Herald, Providence Journal,
Springfield Union and Waterbury Republi-
can, The last-named paper was the only one
to put it on Page 1.

Box score on this single story: Used by
thirteen, omitted by thirty.

Wire dispatches for evening newspapers of
November 2 led with ex-President’s Truman’s
Jibe that Vice President Nixon needed “a
bigger dog,” referring to the famous Checkers
mentioned in Nixon’s television defense of
his fund in 1952.

Three of the twenty-eight evening papers
used this story, the Quincy Patriot-Ledger,
the Springfield News (on Page 1) and the
Fall River Herald-News. The Woonsocket Call
used a one-column plcture of Donald Nixon
and a caption based on the New York Post
story, which it had published the previous
day.

For morning papers of November 3, the
wire services moved a story that Nixon’s
mother supported her son Donald's explana-
tion. A similar dispatch went out for evening
papers. This story appeared in four of the
forty-three papers. They were the Boston
American, New Bedford Standard-Times,
Waterbury Republican and Woonsocket Call.

The final news story before the election
came on November 3 when Representative
Jack Brooks (Texas Democrat) sald he had
received allegations that the Civil Aero-
nautics Board was influenced in its decisions
on Hughes firms by the Nixon loan. Brooks
sald he was asking for an investigation. Both
AP and UPI moved this report between 6 and
7T p.m. and sent rewritten day leads the next
day before 8 am.

This story could not be found in twenty-
nine of the New England papers. Of the four-
teen papers which did use elther of these
dispatches, three put them on Page 1. They
were the Manchester Union-Leader, New
Britain Herald and Waterbury Republican.

Summarizing, it must be reported that the
remarkable part of the story of the Nixon
loan is that it was conspicuous by its absence
in most of the New England press.

According to the Boston University proc-
essing forms, which were rechecked care-
fully by the Committee members, a total of
nine newspapers never printed a word about
the entire affair. These papers were the
Barre-Montpeller Times-Argus, Boston Her-
ald, Boston Traveler, Brockton Enterprise,
Burlington Free Press, Hartford Courant,
Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, Rutland Herald
and Salem Evening News.

According to the same raw material, eight
other newspapers used the story on only
one day. These papers were the Bangor Daily
News, Boston Evening Globe, Fall River Her-
ald-News, Manchester Union-Leader, New
London Day, Stamford Advocate and both
the Worcester Telegram and Worcester Ga-
zette.

Technically, the story could be listed as
active on seven days. Only two of the forty-
three papers carrled an article on each of
the seven days. They were the Waterbury
Republican and Woonsocket Call, Of the two,
the Waterbury morning paper gave much
the heavier coverage, putting five of the
seven stories on Page 1.

Nine other papers printed four or more
stories or columns. These were the Boston
American, Berkshire Eagle, Lewiston Sun,
Lowell Sun, New Bedford Standard-Times,
New Haven Register, Pawtucket Times, the
Quincy Patriot-Ledger, Springfield Union and
Waterbury American. Many of the articles
in these newspapers were short. Some were
those which could be classified as of little
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slgnificance. Many carried small headlines on
inside pages.

Outside of the two Waterbury papers,
there were only fourteen occasions when any
of the Nixon loan developments made the
front pages of the papers under study.

Wire dispatches were usually printed with-
out any sign of editing. Cutting of storles in-
variably was done from the bottom, as if by
the scissors-editing method. Some of the
questionable headine treatment has already
been noted.

The Committee’s attitude about the basic
news value of the story has already been ex-
pressed. Seeking to explain the behavior of
the New England press, the Committee finds
itself perplexed.

It 15 a trulsm that newspaper editors are
ambivalent in their attitudes about columns.
They purchase them, they publish them, they
frequently run them in news space, then
contend that they are not news.

Drew Pearson is mot the most popular of
sources among some editors. The Committee
recognizes that these two general attitudes,
placed in juxtaposition, could have caused
some editors to have decided either that the
loan story was being treated out of news
proportion or needed confirmation. However,
as was stressed earlier, the Committee feels
that this line was crossed on October 30 with
Donald Nixon's admission about the source
of the loan.

It is possible that some papers may have
omitted, or played down, the story deliber-
ately because of political reasons, but this
will never be possible to prove.

The central fact is that whatever the mo-
tives or the news-judgment reasoning, the
total coverage of the forty-three New Eng-
land newspapers being studied on this story
was meager and incompetent enough to give
critical readers sufficlent room to suspect
actual political bias.

C. THE PUERTO RICO STORY

The Puerto Rican story burst full-blown on
the night of October 21. From San Juan
came the wire service news that the three
Roman Catholic bishops of that American
territory had issued a pastoral letter for-
bidding Catholics to vote for Gov. Luis
Munoz Marin's Popular Democratic Party.

The pastoral letter took issue with Munoz
Marin’s administration of three issues—
religious instructions in schools, a law per-
mitting teaching of birth control and allow-
ing sterilization, and public tolerance of com-
mon law marriages.

In New York, Democratic Nominee John F,
Eennedy issued an Immediate statement, as-
serting that he considered “wholly improper”
any church Interference in the voting inten-
tions of its members.

The basic issues in Puerto Rico have from
time to time been controversial matters in
New England and, therefore, might be ex-
pected to recelve swift and thorough news
coverage.

Extensive coverage on the morning of
October 22 was given by both the Boston
Globe and the Providence Journal. The
morning's major story was the report of the
fourth Eennedy-Nixon television debate, and
this naturally occupled top position. The
Globe gave the Puerto Rico story a two-
column head at the bottom right of Page 1,
jumping to Page 11. Nominee Kennedy’s
comment appeared in the shoulder of the
story, also jumping to Page 11. On Page 11,
the Globe ran a six-column line, with a photo
of Munoz Marin. Total space covered, in-
cluded headlines, ran 331 inches. The
Providence Journal began its two-column
headlined story at the top of Page 1, at the
side of the TV debate play story. It also
jumped to Page 11, under a single-column
head. Total space, including headline ran
2314 inches.

Only one other morning paper saw it as
Page 1 news—the Springfield Union, which
gave the story 103§ inches, starting under a
one-column head In mid-page.
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The Rutland Herald gave the story a
top head on Page 2, single column, and ran
123, inches. Curiously, this was the only story
on the subject the Rutland Herald was to
carry over the rest of the eighteen-day news
period—or sixteen effective news days, as it
was to develop.

The Lewiston Daily Sun went to Page 4, the
Hartford Courant to Page 6, the Lawrence
Eagle-Tribune to Page 9, and the Manchester
Union-Leader, Portland Press-Herald and
Waterbury Republican to Page 16. Most of
these storles were in the 10-to-12 inch range,
but Manchester ran shortest—98 words.

No sign of the story could be found in the
Boston Dally Record, Boston Herald, Bur-
lington Free-Press or Worcester Telegram.
Nor could it be located in the Saturday-
Sunday edition of the Bangor Daily News.

By afternoon newspaper time, it was evi-
dent that the majority of New England edi-
tors recognized Puerto Rico as a major story.
Of the twenty-elght evening newspapers
being studied, seventeen of them had the
story on Page 1, three more had it on Page 2,
and one on Page 4, Only seven of the twenty-
elght were listed in the blank column.

Strongest play was in the Providence Bul-
letin with a three-column headline and over=
all space usage of 2214 inches. The Waterbury
Amerlcan was only fractionally behind.

Besides these two, the Page 1 brigade in-
cluded the Berkshire Eagle, Boston Globe,
Brockton Enterprise & Times, Concord Moni-
tor, Fall River Herald-News, Holyoke Tran-
script, New Bedford BStandard-Times, New
London Day, New Haven Register, Newport
Dally News, Pawtucket Times, Quincy
Patriot-Ledger, Springfield Daily News, Stam-
ford Advocate and Woonsocket Call.

The three which used the story on Page 2
were the Boston Traveler, Hartford Times and
Portsmouth Herald, The Page 4 user was the
Boston American.

The seven evening papers in which the story
could not be found were the Barre-Mont-
pelier Times-Argus, Lewiston Evening Jour-
nal, Lowell Sun, Nashua Telegraph, New Brit-
ain Herald, Salem Evening News and Worces-
ter Gazette.

For the Sunday papers of October 23 there
was a new angle. Gov. Munoz Marin an-
nounced he planned & protest to the Vatican,
This was the AP's lead. UPI was leading with
the San Juan Star’'s strong criticism of the
bishops.

But only three Sunday papers could be
found with either of these storles—the Bos-
ton Advertiser with a 10-inch story on Page
12, the Providence Journal on Page 32 with a
two-column head, and the Lowell Sun with
& six-column head on Page 36.

By Monday, October 24, there was a whole
series of storles. In San Juan, a crowd had
booed one of the bishops. In New York,
Francls Cardinal Spellman declared that
Puerto Rican voters would be within
their rights in disregarding the pastorial let-
ter. From Vatlican City was a statement “is-
sued by an authoritative but not official
spokesman'” that the Puerto Rican bishops
had been within “their eplscopal authority.”

Nine of the morning papers carried some
portion of the stories. These were the Bangor
Daily News, Boston Globe, Boston Heralq,
Hartford Courant, Lawrence Eagle-Tribune,
Lewiston Daily Sun, Portland Press-Herald,
Providence Journal and Waterbury Republi-
can,

Nothing could be located, however, in the
Burlington Free-Press, Manchester Union=-
Leader, Rutland Herald, Springfleld Union
or Worcester Telegram.,

In the afternoon fleld, usage was again
heavy. Stories appeared in twenty-two of the
twenty-eight evenings, five of them on Page 1.
These were the Concord Monitor, Lewiston
Evening Journal, Pawtucket Times, Quincy
Patriot-Ledger, and Waterbury American.
Five others chose Page 2—the Berkshire
Eagle, Boston American, Hartford Times,
Holyoke Transcript and Worcester Gazette.
The Gazette's story ran slightly over 13
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inches, and it was the first time the story
had appeared in Worcester.

The Loowell Sun carried no news story, but
devoted a two-column-long editorial on the
subject.

Many of the storles, including those used
on Page 1, were short. Major space was used
by the Boston American and the Boston
Globe.

To this point, almost all of the headline
treatment had been of a uniform nature.
On this day, the majority of the headlines
sald something to the effect that Puerto Rico
was “split” over the pastoral letter, or that
the bishop had been jeered. The Committee
found itself pausing over the Boston Trav-
eler. On the Saturday previous, the Traveler
had carried a two-column headline saying
“Bishops’ Letter Stirs Puerto Rico.” On this
Monday, the Traveler preferred an overline,
“Puerto Rico Campaign” and then a strong
two-column head, “Catholies Told How To
Vote.” In its Page 2 banner, the Boston Amer-
fean headlined, “Vatican Backs Vote Order,”
which may not have been precisely accurate,
but which could be so interpreted by some
copy editors.

The five evening papers of October 24 in
which no story could be found were the
Barre-Montpelier Times-Argus, the Brock-
ton Enterprise, Nashua Telegraph, Ports-
mouth Herald, and Salem Evening News.

The story continued to swirl in many di-
rections on October 25. One of the Puerto
Rican bishops asserted that those defying
the pastoral letter “would commit the sin of
disobedience,” a position at variance with
that expressed by one of the other three
bishops involved. The bishops were attacked
by the Puerto Rican newspaper EI Mundo.
The San Juan Bar Assoclation voted to study
the matter. Robert Kennedy, in the United
States, criticized the letter.

Eleven of the morning papers carried
stories, ranging all the way from the Lewis-
ton Sun’s 414 inches on Page 14 to the Bos-
ton Globe's extensive coverage on Page 8,
with art, running to 35 inches of space.
Others covering the story were the Boston
Daily Record, Burlington Free-Press, Hart-
ford Courant, Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, Man-
chester Union-Leader, Portland Press-Her-
ald, Providence Journal, Springfield Union
and Waterbury Republican. Waterbury and
Burlington played the story on Page 1,

S0 had the Manchester Union-Leader, in
what the Committee considers one of the
most unusual news treatments of the whole
run of the story. On Saturday morning, Octo-
ber 22, the Union-Leader had carrled the 98-
word story previously mentioned. Nothing
thereafter appeared on Sunday or Monday,
but on this Tuesday, the Manchester paper
appeared with an eight-column 72-point
banner line above its masthead, reading,
“Puerto Rican Church-State Rift Widens.”
Above the fold, there was the one-column
head tie-in “Puerto Rico” and “Catholics
Told How To Vote: People Divided.” Total
space: Just short of 30 inches.

No slgn of the story appeared for the Ban-
gor Daily News, Boston Herald, Rutland Her-
ald or Lawrence Eagle-Tribune.

The afternoon newspapers of October 25
continued their heavy play of the Puerto
Rican story. Twenty-two evenings were rep-
resented with stories or columns. The six
missing were the Boston Globe, Brockton
Enterprise, Concord Monitor, Holyoke Tran-
script, Salem Evening News and Springfield
Daily News.

David Lawrence's column appeared that
day In seven of the afternoon newspapers,
This column took the position that the
Puerto Rican bishops' action was something
not confined to the Cathollc clergy; that “ad-
vice to voters Is glven constantly by clergy-
men of all faiths.” No news story appeared
in two of the papers on the October 25 that
the Lawrence column appeared. These were
the Lowell Sun and Stamford Advocate, both
Ert which carried the column on inside pages.
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The New Bedford Standard-Times carried
three paragraphs on the San Juan develop-
ments deep in the heart of a political story.

Puerto Rican developments made Page 1
news in four newspapers, the Barre-Mont-
peller Times-Argus, the Lewlston Evening
Journal, New London Day and Portsmouth
Herald. The Barre-Montpelier paper gave
the story 6% inches. It was the only time
during the entire period that it was to touch
upon the story.

October 26 and 27 saw a lull in coverage.
Eight morning papers carried nothing
that could be found. Three of the mornings,
the Providence Journal, Manchester Union-
Leader and Portland Press, carried extensive
news stories, The Providence paper’s coverage
included a New York Times Serviece back-
ground story. Four other mornings, the
Burlington Free-Press, Lewlston Sun, Law-
rence Eagle-Tribune and Springfield Union,
carried only the Lawrence columns.

Among the afternoon newspapers on Octo-
ber 26, only five of the twenty-eight evening
papers carried news stories, all very brief.
These were the Holyoke Transcript, New
Britain Herald, Quincy Patriot-Ledger,
Springfleld News and Waterbury American.
The Nashua Telegraph published the Law-
rence column.

On October 27, news coverage in three of
the morning papers—Providence Journal,
Waterbury Republican and Worcester Tele-
gram—was modest. A fourth, the Spring-
field Union, carried a story less than three
inches long in its “World News" roundup.
The Providence Journal also carried an edi-
torlal examining the hierarchy's position.
The Lewiston Sun carried only an expository
editorial. This innocuous presentation, how-
ever, was headlined: “Puerto Rico Bishops
Inflame Religious Row.”

In the afternoon of October 27, only three
newspapers carrled stories, the Fall River
Herald-News, Quincy Patriot-Ledger and
Waterbury American.,

On October 28, the story burst into major
proportions again, and this was to continue
over until the 29th. It was to be the last
major attention given the story by the New
England press.

In Boston, Cardinal Cushing issued a state-
ment saying that church leaders in the
United States who would try to tell Ameri~
cans how to vote would be “totally out of
step with the American tradition.” In Mo-
bile, Archbishop Egidio Vagnozzl, the apos-
tolic delegate, expressed himself as “confi-
dent no such action would ever be taken by
the hierarchy in this country.” In South
Bend, one of the Puerto Rican bishops
(James Davis) defended his position, There
were lesser developments in San Juan.

Cardinal Cushing held the news attention
in the morning papers of October 28. Four
of the papers placed the story on Page 1, the
Boston Globe, Manchester Union-Leader,
Portland Press-Herald and Waterbury Re-
publican. Also carrying stories on inside
pages were the Boston Daily Record, Boston
Herald, Hartford Courant, Providence Jour-
nal and Springfield Union. Major space was
given by Waterbury, Springfield, The Boston
Globe and Providence. The Bangor Daily
News carried only the Lawrence column.

Nothing could be found in five of the
mornings—Burlington Free-Press, Lawrence
Eagle-Tribune, Lewiston Daily Sun, Rutland
Herald and Worcester Telegram.

The afternoon field on October 28 found
gix newspapers in which nothing could be
found. These were the Barre-Montpelier
Times-Argus, New Britain Herald, New Lon-
don Day, Newport Dally News, Stamford Ad-
vocate and Waterbury American,

All twenty-two other aftermnoon newspa-
pers carried stories. Most of the articles were
datelined from Mobile. The AP roundup in-
cluded Cardinal Cushing's statement. There
was a separate story, reporting the (liberal
Catholic) weekly Commonweal's position
against the bishops. Three of the afternoon
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papers, Berkshire Eagle, New Haven Register
and Woonsocket Call, gave Page 1 space to
the stories. The others all ran on inside pages.
The New Bedford Standard-Times included
its story as part of a general political round-
up.

By Saturday, Oectober 29, the Puerto Rican
bishops had stiffened their stand. Some
newspapers were catching up with Bishop
Davis’ comments at South Bend. There was
one story from Vatican City that received
varlable treatment. It was a lengthy report
detalllng how the Vatican was avoiding in-
volvement in the United States election. The
last three paragraphs dealt with Puerto Rico.
Two newspapers ran the story in full, At
least four others ran it with the Puerto Rican
material dropped. One paper also carried a
Milburn Akers column on the Puerto Rican
issue.

In any event, there was coverage in ten
of the mornings on October 29. Only the
Boston Globe and Providence Journal carried
the stories on Page 1, both strongly.

Nothing could be found in four of the
mornings, the Boston Herald, Burlington
Free-Press, Rutland Herald and Manchester
Union-Leader.

In the afternoon field, nothing could be
found in eleven of the papers, the Barre-
Montpelier Times-Argus, Boston American,
Boston Globe, Boston Traveler, Brockton
Enterprise, Concord Monitor, Lowell Sun,
New Britain Herald, Newport News, Salem
News or Worcester Gazette.

Of the seventeen papers that did use
stories, ten did so on Page 1. These were
the Berkshire Eagle, Fall River Herald News,
Holyoke Transcript, Lewiston Journal, New
London Day, Newport News, Pawtucket
Times, Springfield News, Stamford Advocate
and Waterbury American.

By this time, the story, for all purposes,
had run its major course. Although the news
was occaslonally to be of some eye-catching
appeal—the silent parade of protest in San
Juan, the second pastoral letter from the
bishops, and the attack on the bishops by
the San Juan Bar Assoclation—coverage in
the New England press turned sporadic and
spotty. A few newspapers continued their
interest In the story over the rest of the
perlod, but they were a distinct minority.

The most thorough coverage over the
whole range of the story's life was glven by
the Providence Journal. On thirteen pub-
lishing days, the Journal gave what was
usually effective and thorough treatment to
the story. Close behind was the Waterbury
Republican, which had a record of ten days
of similar coverage. Tied with nine days of
coverage were the Hartford Courant, Provi-
dence Bulletin and Quincy Patrlot-Ledger.
The Boston morning Globe was attentive
to the story eight days.

At the other end of the scale, only one
four-inch story was found In the pages
of the Salem Evening News, that having to
do with Cardinal Cushing’s comment. As
reported earlier, the Barre-Montpelier Times-
Argus carrled only one story, that 51 inches
long. The Rutland Herald carried only the
first-day story, then nothing thereafter. On
October 29, Rutland also published the Vati-
can story, but the Puerto Rico paragraphs
were edited out.

The Brockton Enterprise found it a story
on only two days—on the first day and
again when Cardinal Cushing spoke up.

The Burlington Free-Press was interested
only three days, and this includes one day
when all that appeared was the Lawrence
column. For the New Britaln Herald, the
story held only a three-day appeal—Octo-
ber 24, 25 and 28. The Boston Herald also
found only three days of news interest, one
of these including a Sunday edition.

Surveying the scene, the Committee finds
the New England performance an erratic
one.

Obvlously, there were more than a few
newspapers which gave competent, con-
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sistent, fair and adequate coverage of the
Puerto Rican episode.

The Committee is astounded by the slow-
ness with which some of the New England
press responded to the story. Unlike the
Nixon story, this one of the Puerto Rican
bishops carried a direct regional interest.
It was related to the religious affiliation of
the candidate who represented the New Eng-
land area; it touched on the issue of church
vs. state, and few areas in the nation are
more sensitive to this issue than New Eng-
land. For newspapers with circulations run-
ning above 20,000 daily to as high as over
300,000 to react so casually to a story of this
nature casts a cloud upon the professional
competence of editors and staffl members.
Almost a dozen of the area’s newspapers acted
unaware of the proportions and significance
of the story for entirely too long a news
period.

Even among those newspapers which en-
deavored to give full coverage there were a
few examples of headline carelessness. The
‘Waterbury Republican, one of the top rank-
Ing papers in coverage, slipped in this re-
gard on the first day when its headline gave
this misleading information: “Catholic
Bishops Frotest Pastoral Letter On Voting.”
General carelessness showed in the Concord
Monitor's treatment October 22, when it
headlined “Pope Urged To Shift Bishops,”
but the story neglected to tell what the
bishops were protesting in Puerto Rico.

The final verdict on the Puerto Rican story
must read: No indicated bias.

But the Committee is compelled to repeat
that there are clear indications of poor judg-
ment and neglect on wire desks.

D. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The Committee would emphasize that
there is no reason to belleve that a similar
study in other sections of the country would
have produced different results. The Com-
mitteee also stresses that this particular
study, confined to New England, should not
be misinterpreted to draw invidious regional
comparisons.
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Instead, the New England Society of News-
paper Editors deserves pralse for subjecting
its member newspapers to study and critical
examination. It is believed to be the first
time that any group of American newspapers
has volunteered to have itself examined for
bias, and it is a pioneering effort worthy of
the nation's ploneer group of newspapers.

This report comes at a time when there is
restiveness about self-criticism in journalism.
More than one current leader in American
newspapering has spoken up against criticism
and asked that the spotlight be placed on the
constructive. The Committee believes that
the two go hand in hand. As Erwin Canham,
the distinguished editor of the Christian
Science Monitor and former president of
the United States Chamber of Commerce, has
sald: “American newspapers must live up to
and fulfill their high professions of news
objectivity. And, somehow or other, their job
must be critically analyzed. Through such
rigorous self-examination, newspapers can
become and remain worthy of their urgent
responsibilities.”

In doing such an analysis of the New Eng-
land press, the Committee has been perfectly
conscious that there is no norm in American
Jjournalism. Each editor’s judgment must dic-
tate the kind of newspaper he presents.
News judgments vary from newspaper to
newspaper, and properly so.

Professional goals do exist, however.
American editors are agreed that among the
most important of these goals is the fullest
possible dissemination of news so that the
citizen-readers of the American society are
informed citizens. With rare exceptions,
American editors are also agreed that news
should be presented as falrly as possible, and
that all sides deserve representation in mat-
ters where there is controversy. And there is
likewise general agreement that at no time
are these goals more important of striving
for than when the American electorate is
weighing the choices for public office.

As to the two stories studied in this con-
text, they were clearly of different news pro-
portions.

PAPERS IN THE STUDY
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Obviously, the action of the Puerto Rican
bishops received far more thorough and com-
petent coverage than the study of the Nixon
loan. In view of the distinct regional inter-
est, the Committee agrees without reserva-
tion that the Puerto Rican story deserved the
more thorough treatment.

It cannot be disputed that there was a
greater reluctance on the part of the New
England press to handle the Nixon loan
story. True, there were extenuating circum-
stances to some degree, but the Committee
feels that the goal of full and fair news dis-
semination was not achieved by a continuing
overlooking of the Nixon story on the part
of some newspapers.

The Committee has already commented
that the handling of the Nixon story was
meager and incompetent enough to give per-
haps some readers the suspicion of bias.
However, it needs to be stressed at this point
that some of those newspapers which seemed
reluctant to handle the Nixon story also
came up with sorry, or erratic, records on
the Puerto Rican episode.

There are some newspapers, of course,
which could see nothing in the Nizon story
and a great deal in the Puerto Rican case.
In itself this is not conclusive.

There were those, as recorded, which had
excellent records on both stories. Some were
competent. Some were merely passing falr,

Then there were those which handled both
stories in a manner that can only be de-
scribed variously as slow, sporadic or slap-
dash,

One might be tempted to find excuses for
a smaller newspaper which is often operated
with a very few, overburdened staff members.
No such excuse can hold for the iarge news-
paper with big, well-staffed desk operations
and adequate facilities,

The Committee finds no proof of blas on
the part of the majority of the New England
press,

It is compelled to report however (and sad-
ly) that the New England Soclety’'s next ob-
jective might well be one directed toward a
raising of professional standards.

Paper AP UPI NYT Other Circu- Paper AP upl NYT Other Circu-
lation lation
CONNECTICUT MASSACHUSETTS—Continued
Bridgeport Herald. _....__._..._. T | ey T P e | A e e S St 324 872
Hartford Courant. 2 Springfield News. DJ, NANA 499,973
Hartford Times.._ T, NYN,
New Britain Heral Springfield Union. cT, NYNand 282,263
New Haven Registe NEA
New London Day. Worcester Gazette. .. WWP. ... 392 860
Stamford Advocate____...._..... Yes_.._. Worcester Telegram )RR LA 1 [T Sl 157,783
Waterbury Republican....._..... Yes_.._.. Yes._..._ ———
Waterbury American__ .. ......... o W b R e S o S ) i et = 1,910, 380
Sl e o e e i
State total excluding Sunday .eeeeeee ceeeeu-- Sy s, AED 206 NEW HAMPSHIRE
MAINE Concord Monitor. - - . ..ooceeenns
Bangor News..... Manchester I.Imon Leader.
Lewiston Sun_. Nashua Telegraph_. .
Lewiston Journal. Portsmouth Herald.
Portland Press-He
State tota). . _______......
State total .o ool
RHODE ISLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
L ity 1, PTG VRPN S, ¢ Ty Yo S L 311,969
Boston American. ... ... ....... Pawhicket Timas: o - <. D s B R e 338,133
Boston Daily Record. .. Providence Journal. . RN, WWP.... 261,175
Boston Globe, morning........... Providence Bulletin_ RN, WWP._.. 3143,529
WobnSoEkal Ball=2o . T MO L b (e mis ] b o s 325,742
Boston Globe, evening. .......-.. Yes.__._ Yos..... b L R LR T e R e L A 280, 548
VERMONT
BostonrHerald . oo iiaaaean YBSIL Lo iYen. . .. 2177,105
Boston Traveler...._........... Yos. .- Yes..... 2169,783 | Barre Times-Argus._........._.. Yol oS Sate
Brocton Enterprise & Times...... Yes..... Yes..... 243,669 | Burlington Free-Press............ Yes.. - r
Fall River Herald-Mews_.._._._._. Yes_..... Yos__ ... 440,493 | Rutland Herald... ... ...« R (T
Holyoke Transcript-Telegram___.. Yox. - - Yes..... 125,955
Lawrence Eagle._ ... ... 1 40, 409 e e e e e e v
Lawrence Tribune. 2 Total of all papers In sUrvey. .o oot ie 3,074,628
« 43, 185 Total, excluding Sunday Bndseport Herald. 3,002,790
New Bedford Standard-Tim % 63, 288 Total of all New England ?apers ______ 6,211,986
Pittsfield Berkshire Eagle_ :ig. ﬁi Total of all papers excluding Sundays. 3,933,355

Quincy Patriot-Ledger_.._

1 Sunday. 2Morning. 3 Evening.
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EXHIBIT b
POLITICIANS BEWILDERED BY REAGAN
(By Marianne Means)

WasHINGTON.—Political leaders of both
parties here are deeply perplexed and dis-
turbed by Governor Reagan's angry denial
that he fired two staff members for belong-
ing to a homosexual ring.

His statements were made in bland disre-
gard of the fact that one of his current em-
ployes had personally informed reporters
about the problem.

Reagan’s later protestations that his de-
nial was merely to protect the individuals
involved did not explain why he originally
did not simply refuse to comment rather
than attempt to mislead.

For more than two weeks congressional
figures, financial giants, and administration
officials have discussed little else at dinner
parties and luncheons here except Reagan’s
questionable veracity at a time of personal
crisis. Most just cannot understand why he
reacted as he did.

INDEX

The private tragedies involved in the sit-
uation are not a proper matter for public
discussion. But Reagan’s conduct is definitely
a legitimate object of public scrutiny. The
nation has a vital stake in ascertaining all
the mental, physical, and spiritual strengths
and weaknesses of any man being seriously
considered as a possible presidential nomi-
nee.

Savvy Democratic and GOP politicians re-
gard the Governor's performance in this in-
stance as an index to his ablility to stand up
under pressure. And many of them have con-
cluded that in this area Reagan leaves some-
thing to be desired.

One Republican predicted that a large
number of conservatives who had been flirt-
ing with the prospect of supporting a Reagan
candidacy would react to his blunder by
rushing into the familiar embrace of the new,
imperturbable Richard Nixon.

The ability to stand up under pressure s
a8 prime qualification voters seek in the man
they trust with the atomic button and their
very lives.

Can they feel confident that a man who
blows up when in an embarrassing political
position will remain calm and Jjudicious if
faced with an urgent international crisis as
President?

Both admirers and detractors of Reagan
have been groping for an explanation that
would clarify his peculiar lack of credibility
on an issue In which he could easlly be
proven less than truthful.

Some politicians feel that Reagan's mistake
relates to the difference between the perfor-
mance expected of a person in a position of
public accountability and that expected of
a public person of only private account-
ability.

This interpretation reaches back to Rea-
gan's career as a Hollywood actor. When
some unfiattering aspect of a Hollywood ce-
lebrity’s private life is reported in a news-
paper, the celebrity simply denles it. Nobody
knows—or cares—whether it is the celebrity
or the reporter who is telling the truth.
Such conflicting accounts of an actor’s pri-
vate life seldom adversely affect his public
career—in fact, Intrigue and controversy
have occasionally helped the box office of
some stars.

NOT ACCOUNTABLE

The movie celebrity is responsible only to
his own conscience on the gquestion of truth-
fulness; he is not held to public account for
his actions and words as a private individual.

Perhaps Reagan has had difficulty in ad-
justing to the public obligations required of
presidental aspirants. Or perhaps his recent
performance can merely be attributed to in-
experience.

Presidential candidates are judged by
tougher, more complicated standards than
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are local officlals, even governors., And Rea-
gan has around him today no professional
advisers practiced in the fine art of national
politics.

ALLEGED PRICE FIXING OF
LIBRARY BOOKS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, last year the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop-
oly held hearings on alleged price fixing
of library books. Information compiled
through our investigation and hearings
spotlighted a conspiracy between pub-
lishers and wholesalers to fix prices on
library editions of children’s books.

As a result of our hearings, numerous
city, county, and State governments have
filed treble damage actions against these
publishers and wholesalers as provided
for under the Sherman Act. For instance,
suits have been filed by the States of
Alaska, Michigan, West Virginia, Massa-
chusetts, Illinois, Texas, and Wisconsin,
as well as the cities of Los Angeles, Phila-
delphia, and New York. Dade County,
Fla., has filed an action along with many
other governmental bodies.

Additionally, the Department of Jus-
tice brought civil action under the Sher-
man Act accusing 18 publishers and
wholesalers of fixing prices at high and
artificial levels, depriving schools, li-
braries, and Government agencies of the
benefits of competitive bidding. And here
is where the problem comes into focus.

The Government on October 25, 1967,
filed proposed consent judgments to be-
come final in 30 days. Under the proposed
judgments the defendants do not admit
violations of law. Therefore, injured
parties may not use these judgments as
prima facie evidence of conspiracy for
purposes of treble damage action. They
will also be denied use of documents
which the Government has gathered,
this for the reason that the consent
judgments will put them in a state of
limbo not to be unlocked for these or
subsequent plaintiffs. This means that
the cities, counties and States will have
to start from the beginning and prove
those facts which the Department of
Justice probably now has in its files.

The Department could decline to enter
into a consent decree unless the defend-
ants agreed to the inclusion of an in-
junction against contesting antitrust li-
ability in a suit by a city, county, or State
to collect damages. This procedure has
been used in United States v. Lake As-
phalt and Petroleum Co., 1960 Trade
Cases 69, 835 (D. Mass., 1960).

However, the Department believes, and
probably quite correctly, that the de-
fendants will not accept a judgment con-
taining such an injunction. The Depart-
ment would then be faced with trying
these cases which would tie up certain
of their personnel for an indefinite
period.

Although I can understand the Gov-
ernment’s reluctance to have to try these
cases, I nevertheless still have reserva-
tions about this approach. Let us examine
the facts. The Department charges—and
from our hearings, I believe they can
sustain the charges—that the defendants
conspired to fix and maintain high and
artificlal prices to school and public
libraries for children’s books. The dollar
volume of these books is at least $40 mil-
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lion per year and from our hearings we
know that the practice was in effect as
far back as 1954. Overcharges are esti-
mated at between 25 and 40 percent. It
should shock the conscience that at a
time when we are so eagerly attempting
to encourage and aid our youth in their
educational endeavors that private firms
would attempt to take advantage of the
public funds to increase their profits il-
legally.

‘What will the consent decrees do? They
will prohibit these defendants from vio-
lating the law again. This may have some
advantages but certainly it does not ac-
complish as much as a money payment to
those public agencies which have been in-
jured by violations of law.

It seems to me, especially in view of
the fact that public moneys are involved,
that the Department of Justice should
carefully consider the possibility of with-
drawing present consent decrees and in-
sist on an admission of liability if such a
decree is to be agreed to. I am advised
that many of the governmental agencies
involved in the suits have already urged
the Attorney General to take such action.
Certainly such action would be a great
benefit to those who have been damaged
by this conspiracy.

On August 30 of this year the National
Association of Attorneys General passed
a resolution calling for more effective co-
operation between the Department of
Justice and the States in antitrust mat-
ters. Certainly because of the high degree
of interest by the States in these cases,
it would appear that this would be a good
starting point for more meaningful co-
operation.

Along this line, I would urge the De-
partment to consider in future consent
proceedings the establishment of a
practice of filing with the consent de-
cree a memorandum of fact setting forth
such information acquired during the
investigation which is not privileged
material. For instance, information
identifying the parties, the place and
date of suspect meetings, the general
character of documents acquired and
such other facts upon which the com-
plaint was based could be included in
such a memorandum. This would be of
immeasurable value to the injured
parties since they could use this infor-
mation for their investigation and prep-
aration for trial. At the same time, it
would not deprive the defendants of any
legal rights since they could still offer
any defenses or mitigating circum-
stances available to them.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
from the attorney general of the State
of Michigan to the Attorney General of
the United States on this subject be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
ordered to be printed in the REcorbp, is as
follows:

Re Price Fixing Conspiracies Relative to Li-
brary Books.

Hon, RaMsSEY CLARK,

Attorney General, Department of Justice,

Washington, D.C.

DeAR GENERAL CLARK: It has come to my
attention that the Department is completing
prosecutions of eighteen publishers of library
books and that consent decrees agalnst those
publishers are now being considered. (U.S. v.
Harper and Row Publishers, Inc., USD.C,
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N.D. Ill.,, Eastern Division, #67 C 612 et seq.)
I am one of several Attorneys General repre-
senting states which have filed treble dam-
age suits against substantially the same de-
fendants. In fact, Michigan, along with West
Virginia, Massachusetts, Texas, and Wiscon-
sin, now has pending in the Chicago court
a motion for leave to intervene in the De-
partment's civil suits against the library book
publishers, for the purpose of objecting to
entry of consent judgments in the form pre-
sented to the court, and to protect the in-
terest of the public as represented in the
treble damage actions pending on behalf of
our states’ taxpayers. Michigan is particu-
larly interested in protecting the work prod-
uct of the Department’s suit, since it was in
substantial part developed by Senator Philip
A. Hart, of Michigan, in hearings of the
Antlitrust Committee of the Senate, and made
available to the federal grand jury.

The result of the conspiracy or conspiracies
involved consisted of substituting library edi-
tlons for trade editions sold to libraries and
schools, and by this and other means elim-
inating previous trade discounts ranging
from ten to forty percent. (Some of us who
have been investigating this feel that the
average loss of discount approximates 3314 %,
but we cannot state from our present knowl-
edge how close this comes to the actual dam-
ages resulting therefrom.)

The practices which are the subject of
your prosecutions and of your civil action
significantly affect a substantial portion of
school districts and public libraries in states
throughout the nation. As you know, under
Title II of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, more than one hun-
dred million dollars of federal money is made
available to the states each year for improv-
ing school libraries, and this is only one
source of funds allegedly overcharged by the
conspiracy which is the subject of the litiga-
tion. Substantially all of these, and other
public funds such as federal library funds,
are affected by the conspiratorial diminu-
tion or elimination of trade discounts to
public schools and libraries. The effectiveness
of at least two major federal programs was,
therefore, diminished.

In addition to the five states and numerous
local munieipalities which have already filed
treble damage sults based on the above al-
leged conspiracy, other states contemplate
filing similar actlions. Therefore, I feel that
the federal government has a significant in-
terest in seelng that as many public agen-
cles as possible, including the states, recover
overcharges to their taxpayers resulting
from the conspiratorial practices referred to.
I therefore urge you to give all appropriate
ald to any interested state to achieve this
end.

It 1s appropriate in this connection that
I call your attention to a resolution adopted
by the National Assoclation of Attorneys
General, of which I am currently president,
at i1ts annual meeting on August 30, 1967,
relative to the imcreasing public need for
more effectlve antitrust enforcement by the
states, and the necessity of developing bet-
ter cooperation between the Department of
Justice and the states as well as among the
states, I write this letter as Attorney Gen-
eral of the State of Michigan rather than
as President of the Association, of course,
but forward for your attention a copy of
the resolution referred to as germane to the
subject being discussed.

Specifically, I request that you consider
the following actions:

1. Insist on including in the consent
decrees an “asphalt clause” which would
protect the Interests of the public money
purchasers injured by the conspiracies.

2. Conducting in the Department of Jus-
tice a seminar or symposium for attorneys
representing the Attorneys General of the
several states and other units of govern-
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ment to give them the benefit of the know
how and work product of these employees
of the Department of Justice who have
worked on this matter,

We realize that the filing of these cases
was preceded by a grand jury investigation
and that the transcript of grand jury pro-
ceedings or any part of it cannot be re-
vealed without a court order. However, ex-
cept for this, the know how and work product
of your attorneys and economists can be
made available and it seems to us it should.
Especlally with costs of government and
taxes rising to a point of national emergency,
we can see no reason why legal and economic
work already completed by federal employees
should be needlessly duplicated by state em-
ployees, which will be the case if the federal
work product is not made avallable to the
states, It 1s in the common interest of the
federal and state governments to avold such
waste.

Your earnest consideration of these pro-
posals will be greatly appreciated.

Yours sincerely,
Frank J, KELLEY,
Atltorney General of Michigan.

A PERSPECTIVE ON VIETNAM

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, recent-
ly I was asked to appear at an issues
conference of the Young Democratic-
Farmer-Labor Party of Minnesota. The
issue, not surprisingly, was Vietnam.

In preparing for that session, I tried to
come to grips with the dissent over the
war. I wanted to deseribe my own posi-
tion with regard to Vietnam policy as
well as I could, and I wanted to try to
put the war into a broader perspective
of America’s responsibilities abroad and
at home. I also wanted to speak to Min-
nesota's young Democrats about political
power and political parties and their re-
sponsibilities toward both.

My remarks offered a number of con-
clusions:

First. The differences in position
among responsible people who discuss
Vietnam policy are smaller in fact than
they are made to seem through the po-
larization of views that is taking place.

Second. The courses open to us in Vi-
etnam have implications far beyond
Saigon, Hanoi, and Washington.

Third, The debate over Vietnam is
drawing our attention from some other
vital concerns of America—world hunger
and development problems, the need for
an effective international organization
that will keep us from destroying our-
selves, the crisis of missing opportunity
for millions of Americans, the appalling
ignorance in which we deal with our do-
mestic problems.

Fourth. We badly need the idealism
and devotion of our young people if we
are to keep growing in America, and our
growth is always likely to be less than
we want—often accompanied by failure
and disappointment.

Mr. President, this was a partisan
group and I gave a partisan speech. But
there was nothing partisan in my at-
tempt to discuss Vietnam; one discusses
that issue only as an American.

I desire to share these remarks with
Senators, so I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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YounGg DEMOCRATIC-FARMER-LABOR IsSuUEs

CONFERENCE ON VIETNAM

(Remarks of Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Macalester College, St. Paul, Minn., Novem-
ber 11, 1967)

Student political activity—your participa-
tion in the Young Democratic-Farmer-Labor
Party and this kind of issues conference—
really matters, because there is a critical
relevance between your activity as a student
in politics and the opportunity for involve-
ment in American political life.

My own case is not unusual. In Minnesota,
young men and young women who belleve in
their prineciples and are willing to exert
themselves in the political structure are
quickly accepted and given access to the cor-
ridors of power in American government.
This is exciting.

But more than that, it ought to be sober-
ing. As students you cannot, any more than
I, be flippant in your view of American prob-
lems, Nor can you be irresponsible in your
outlook, or permit others to assume respon-
sibilitles that you are unwilling to assume.

We cannot avold debate; we cannot avoid
controversy; we cannot avold dissent. As
Americans we must choose which courses we
will take., As Democrats we have the addi-
tional problem of determining the best
atﬁt-ag?. because that is a part of politics as
well.

It is Impossible to deal with the issue of
Vietnam in a few words, and especially not
in slogans. It is enormously complex. It in-
volves analysis of many factors and many
features, But I have tried to set down, as
best I can, where I stand on Vietnam, why
I stand there, and why I think you should
stand there, too,

Some disagree with me—there is another
Senator from Minnesota who takes a different
view, and I respect him as a sincere and ef-
fective public servant. In our party and in
our state we have generally been right on the
great issues that face mankind, whether jus-
tice, or opportunity, or human rights, or for-
eign aid, or free trade, or the responsibility
of this nation to improve the possibilities for
a stable and peaceful world. Our party has
gone beyond that, and its public leaders have
put meat on those bare bones. Searching for
new insights, eager to seize new leadership
opportunities, impatient with mediocrity—
we have shaped this party to the highest
standard in the nation on issues, ethics, and
the competence and dedication of its office-
holders.

We have often disagreed. In fact, we have
a party composed of such conviction that it
is becoming increasingly difficult to hold it
together. When we finished last year's battle,
we had proved that we really believe that
there are more important things than win-
ning. And only this year, you Young Demo-
crats have told the National Young Demo-
crats to chuck it and some of you have
organized to defeat the incumbent President
and Vice President of the United States. That
includes Hubert H. Humphrey of Minne-
sota—whom I believe to be one of America's
greatest citizens.

It may be that factionalism is the price of
superiority. And yet the unique function of
a political party is to translate ideas into
political power and to legislate that power
into administrative reality. You can’t do that
when you are out of office. We are out of
office in Minnesota, and some of you, re-
luctantly, and some eagerly, would have us
out of office in Washington.

I just can’t believe that makes sense. Nor
can I join those who would withdraw from
Vietnam or pursue other policles that amount
to the same thing.

It would be wonderful to see that great
issue more clearly, to speak out more elo-
quently, to couple my deep distress over the
Vietnam tragedy with a plea or demand for
a single dramatic act that would bring it to




33670

an end. But there is no way to wave a magic
wand and have the issue disappear. There is
no way to talk it, or shout it, or march it out
of existence.

I am all too conscious that my position is
not a popular one here. But there are two
kinds of crusaders in this debate, and I just
can't join either kind.

Just as I cannot subscribe to a domino
theory or a monolithic communism theory, I
cannot subscribe either to a demon theory or
a dupe theory. Furthermore, I fear the pas-
slon which assigns broad significance to nar-
row distinetion. As a young Democrat I
watched another crusade—over loyalty. Like
that one, though more intensely because
there are two kinds of crusaders this time, I
feel that this debate is on the verge of run-
ning away with us—of taking on a life of its
own and sweeping us before 1t.

As I try to tell you what I think about
Vietnam, I also want to try to put that
struggle into a larger perspective. Our in-
volvement in Vietnam is only one of our
problems, and some of our others are at least
as important to America and to those of us—
to those of you—who must lead it. For
whether we lead well or badly, it Is tomorrow
that we shape with whatever we do today.

First of all, I am terribly concerned about
our involvement in Vietnam. I don't like the
killing and destruction, the slowness of poli-
tical improvement, and the colossal infla-
tion.

Nor does anybody else. That is the first
important consideration I must suggest to
you. You may have to judge our policy in
Vietnam as mistaken, You may have to call
it ineffective. But it is not morbid, and char-
acter assassination only limits the possibility
of sensible discussion.

Next, there can be little doubt that we
have made some mistakes in Vietnam. I
happen to think that two of them have been
our gradual Americanization of the military
effort and our decision to bomb beyond sup-
ply routes that directly affect our own forces.
We have made errors before in domestic and
international affairs, however. But the his-
tory of our involvement and the errors we
have made in Vietnam have become an obses-
slon for far too many.

Of course we need to be concerned about
how we got there, what our commitments
were, what befter alternatives there might
have been. But even if we could agree on
answers to those questions, they are not
worth our most serlous consideration.

We must examine our presence in Vietnam
in other terms than the past. Even if it be
assumed that we could have done something
else, something better, let us look at our
present involvement and consider what we
might do now.

Vietnam will end sometime. What will
begin?

Some of our mistakes in Vietnam were
made while we fought in Eorea. What mis-
takes are we making elsewhere in the world
as we fight in Vietnam?

We have half a million men in Vietnam
today, fighting a live war. A newly elected
government is threatened by the National
Liberation Front, which desires to take con-
trol of South Vietnam. It is also threatened
by a North Vietnamese government which is

troops and supplies to the South.
The troops are North Vietnamese. The sup-
plies are not.

The United States 1s carrylng the brunt of
the military struggle against both the NLF
and the North Vietnamese. The United States
alone is carrying on an aerlal war intended
to diminish the movement of troops and
supplies to the South.

The South Vietnamese government has not
been very successful in mobllizing an effec-
tive military effort, although there have been
some very fine South Vietnamese forces in-
volved in the fighting and I think they
should be pushed far harder. The South Viet-
namese government has also not been very
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successful in mobilizing popular public sup-
port in the areas under their control.

A massive U8, presence has economic ef-
fects, as well as military and political ef-
fects. Remembering that we have made mis-
takes, seeking some improvement, what can
we do? The questions of policy affect South
Vietnam, North Vietnam, Asia, and the rest
of our world.

One of the major dissenting groups in this
country ts the kind of escalation of
military effort that will bring the North
Vietnamese and NLF to their knees in some
sort o. abject surrender. The Administration
does not seek such unlimited escalation, so
this is a dissenting view.

The policy suggestions of these dissenters
are dangerous, I belleve. For the Chinese and
the Russians cannot accept such an end to
the war, and broadening it beyond Vietnam
is unthinkable. Yet there are Americans who
strongly favor this approach—a policy that
seems to me to be an attempt to end the war
in Vietnam by starting World War III.

A second major dissenting group calls just
as vocally for immediate and wunilateral
withdrawal of our military presence in Viet-
nam. It goes without saying that this im-
plies withdrawal of our economic and politi-
cal presence as well. As Edwin Relschauer
says in his new book, Beyond Vietnam, such
a step, though more debatable than escala-
tion, is not much more attractive. He con-
slders 1t to be a minor disadvantage that all
of Vietnam would probably fall under the
control of the Viet Cong and eventually the
North Vietnamese. He considers it insignifi-
cant that the United States would lose face
and even suggests that we might be better
off in our relations with other nations if
we were not so powerful and prestigious.

But Relschauer, whose years of study and
experience in Asla provide some reason for
us to take him seriously, says that there could
be disastrous political and psychological
consequences of withdrawal. It would, he
says, “send a massive psychological tremor
through all of these countries (of South and
Southeast Asia), further threatening their
stability and perhaps sharply shifting their
present international orientation.”

In addition, he says, it increases the likeli-
hood of “wars of national liberation” in the
less developed countries in the world. He
points out: that these unstable nations of
Asla, almost uniformly, are fearful that they
too might be visited by guerrilla warfare or
wars of national llberation; that they con-
tinue to be concerned about what the enor-
mous nation of China may have in mind so
close to their borders; that If we were to
withdraw from South Vietnam the Viet Cong
and the NLF, at this point, when the stakes
are this high, would be successful in caus-
ing us to withdraw; that the “high risk”
politicians in the Communist world would
have proved their case and the now nearly
forgotten theory that communism is the
“Wave of the Future” would be revived; and
the prudent politicians in the Communist
apparatus would lose much of thelr In-
fluence because they would be proved wrong.

Relschauer points out that there is some-
thing to the domino theory, though not in
the simple mechanical sense in which it
is typically put. In the countries closest to
Vietnam, he says, there is some strong ap-
proval of our Vietnam policy and "a con-
siderable degree of quiet support, masked
either by discreet silence or by an official
stance of mild condemnation.”

These nations, because of internal Insta-
bility or apprehension about China’s Inten-
tions or the loyalties of substantial Chinese
populations within their own borders,
“would feel much less secure if the United
States, after having committed itself to the
fight, were forced to admit defeat at the
hands of Communist insurgents.”

In addition, Reischauer points out, the
seekers for Communist control in under-
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developed countries throughout the world
would see this as proof that “wars of na-
tional MHberation" are irresistible. Reisch-
auer suggests that “it would be far better
proof than Ho Chi Minh's victory over the
French in North Vietnam, or the Com-
munist trlumph in China, or the sweep of
Communism in the wake of the Soviet
army in North EKorea and East Europe, be-
cause In none of these cases was the mili-
tary power of the United States directly
involved.”

Successful Communist insurgency, Relsch-
auer says, would depend mostly on condi-
tions within these countries, “but a clearcut
defeat of the United States in the Vietnam
war would certainly be one external factor
that could have a seriously adverse influence
on this situation.”

Relschauer also maintains that shifting
American military power elsewhere, as some
have suggested, would have doubtful con-
sequences. We would be spreading military
power “Into areas where the Vietnam war
had just shown that our type of military
power was relatively ineffective.”

He questions whether less developed
countries would still want close alliances
with us after having seen that we could not
guarantee “security from the threats that
menace them most—namely, internal sub-
version and guerrilla warfare.” A new de-
fense line might simply pave the way for
more disasters like Vietnam, he says, and
rejection by Asian nations of such an ap-
proach “would probably further reduce our
ability to play a helpful role in Asia, even
in fields other than the military.”

Relschauer sums up:

“The net results of our withdrawal from
the war in Vietnam, however skillfully we
might try to conceal the withdrawal, would
probably be an increase in instabllity in
much of Asia and a decrease in the influence
of the United States and in our ability to
contribute to the healthy growth of Asia.
These adverse consequences might be felt
in much of Asia for years to come™

Besides changing the political climate of
Asian for the worse, Relschauer speculates,
withdrawal from an American commitment
for whatever reasons—political, strategic or
moral—could encourage doubts in such na-
tions as Japan and our European Allies
about the rellability of commitments
there, and might even encourage nuclear
proliferation. What is Iinvolved here, he
says, 1s not the loss of face, but the loss of
falth.

Nuclear proliferation happens to be very
much a central concern of peace In our world
community. We hope and pray that the re-
cently submitted draft treaty to the prolif-
eration of nuclear power will receive the
support of nations which are now not a
part of the nuclear community. If our com-
mitments that we have made In Vietnam
over and over agaln—despite what may have
been the wisdom of those commitments—
prove to be commitments that we are willing
to forget, how can these nations, India and
the rest, belleve us when we say we will
protect them from nuclear attacks?

Furthermore, Relschauer suggests, the ef-
fect at home might be even worse. Along
with those who would take renewed strength
from a moral stand and those who would
see it as a strategic cutting of losses, there
might come a kind of raclst isolationism
that could damage our relationship every-
where in the world. I guote him when he
says “in our eagerness to (save American lives
and stop the carnage in Vietnam) we might
help produce such instability In Asia and
such impotence in ourselves that the de-
velopment of a stable, prosperous and peace-
ful Asia might be delayed for decades."”

Now all of this is speculation, as Reisch-
auer admits, but it is the kind of specu-
latlon that looks to the future rather than
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the past. And it recognizes, it seems to me,
two vital points.

First, our involvement in Vietnam is not
a matter strictly between us, Salgon, the
NLF, and Hanol. What we do makes a dif-
ference elsewhere. Any major action must
be considered in terms of possible conse-
quences—both those which are obvlous and
those which are not.

Second, there are other considerations in
addition to history and morallty which may
be important to the policy of a nation in-
volved in a tremendously complex network
of relationships throughout the world. Just
as we cannot think only of our pride and
our prestige in discussing the war in Viet-
nam, we cannot think only of our errors

and our guilt.
No doubt this is one reason for the gap
between the real differences and the

imagined differences in position on Vietnam
among public figures in America. A few
weeks ago, in the Sunday New York Times
Magazine, one of the analysts reported that
the emotional gap in Vietnam seemed to be
far broader than the factual gap in differ-
ences of point of view. I think there is in-
deed an emotion gap, one that stems from
assigning broad significance to narrow dis-
tinctions.

For example, one universal point of view
ties the Senate critics of Vietnam to the
Administration. No U.S. BSenator, to my
knowledge, has publicly advocated imme-
diate unilateral withdrawal from Vietnam.
When pressed, every Senate critic of our
policy in Vietnam accepts the fact that our
presence will be required for the foreseeable
future.

There is no great joy among Administra-
tion critics over this fact of life, but they
all know what precipitous action would
mean in Vietnam, Asia, and the world. They
know that the United States cannot act
without considerlng all of these conse-
quences. They know we cannot undo the
past and the present, that there are no
magic wands.

Their suggestions are limited to lesser
steps which they believe can be taken with
lesser consequence. But the passionate read
their recommendations otherwise, with far
too little serious analysis of differing posi-
tions and far too much wish—fulfillment.
Let me use myself as an example.

I consider myself a supporter of the Ad-
ministration policy, but I feel free to crit-
icize, and I have done so when I felt our
policy was wrong.

I've said publicly that I think we were
wrong to go beyond bombing supply lines,
railroads, and infiltration routes, and targets
of that nature. I believe that we should
stay away from targets which raise the risk
of striking Russian shipping or that need-
lessly endanger civilian lives. Moreover, I
would gladly suspend bombing, if a reason-
able opportunity for meaningful talks arose.

I have sald publicly that negotiations must
include all parties, including the NLF.

I have sald publicly that the United Na-
tions, any other international group, any
single nation, or any individual, should be
used to bring about negotiations. I sup-
ported Senator Mansfield's Resolution intro-
duced a few days ago, which 67 Senators
signed, asking that this matter be brought
before the Security Council and, hopefully,
that there be a reconvening of the Geneva
Conference.

I have sald publicly that the war should
be fought as much as possible by the South
Vietnamese—that 1t 1s the responsibility of
the new government to improve its army and
reduce the manifest corruption in the mili~
tary, political and business structures in
South Vietnam.

I have called publicly for more emphasis on
real achievement and pacification and more
concern about the really sad and pathetic
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aftereffects of the war in the villages and
upon the refugees.

All of these statements, I belleve, fall
within the limits of support of the Admin-
istration in Vietnam. They fall there because
they recognize the reality and the necessity
of continued U.S. presence there. And they
support the Administration’s goals of a
negotiated political solution to that tragic
conflict.

Where, then, does the dramatic difference
lie between my position and the positions of
those considered critice of Administration
policy? There appears to be one hard
distinetion.

Some of these critics—not all of them—
are calling for an unconditional and com-
plete end to the bombing of North Vietnam,
That difference appears to be judged by sub-
stantial numbers of protestors as a major
difference of policy. Particularly in light of
the restrictions I would impose on North
Vietnamese air strikes, my opinion is that
this is a narrow distinction to loom so large.

Unconditional cessation of bombing
might speed talks. It might also increase
the flow of supplies to the South, increase
American and South Vietnamese casualties,
and weaken our defensive position to the
point where the chances of negotiating
would be substantially reduced. I think we
must be willing to take a chance to get to
the bargaining table, but I would like to see
a hint of better accommodation by the
North Vietnamese before I take that
chance. It is instructive to read the article
written by Wilfred Burchett, who has
traditionally been used by the Hanol gov-
ernment to disclose its position, about ten
days ago. He pointed out that even if we
cease bombing at this time, Hanoi is not
interested—I think he put it—even in con-
tacts, let alone talks, until the bombing of
North Vietnam stops finally and completely.
The only steps that would lead to talks—
not negotiations—would be for us to stop
bombing North Vietnam, cease all military
activity, and withdraw our troops from
South Vietnam. Then they would begin
talks, Burchett suggests. Negotiations
might follow.

I don’t know for sure whether stopping
the bombing is better than continuing, and
neither does anyone else. But as I sald, I
would like to see a stronger hint on the
part of the North Vietnamese and the NLF
that they will negotiate.

That desire for negotiation does not sep-
arate supporters of the Administration
from opponents of the Administration, ex-
cept in the eyes of those who seek to over-
simplify the debate. There is a group that
is not In favor of negotiations now or any
time, but they are the dissenters who be-
lieve in complete military victory.

Those who would discuss the war must
be certaln to make the real distinctions.
They must be careful not to magnify dif-
ferences or create them where they do not
exist.

There 18 much more than Vietnam policy
involved in this debate. I am concerned
about the climate I see, that polarizes grad-
ual differences in views on Vietnam and
focuses on that subject to the exclusion of
all other problems. Tom Wicker described
it recently in the New York Times as an
“agony” that has overtaken the nation. “Per-
haps,” he said, “it was summed up in a pic-
ture widely printed in the European press—
the contorted face of the young American
pacifist ‘screaming with hatred, the veins of
a passionate contempt outlined in his neck,
his fists clutched under a policeman’s riot
mask. In what manner could a pacifism so
flerce and so despising differ from the vio-
lence and cruelty of men in iron helmets?"”

Wicker went on to say that perhaps if the
war in Vietnam hadn't existed, it might have
had to be invented. “Something,” he said,.
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“was needed to symbolize, and thus to give
focus and energy to, a profound but voiceless
discontent with the land of the free and the
home of the brave—to a deep sense that
something was wrong, some fallure was dis-
torting and perverting the idea of America.”

As Wicker went on to say, this is nothing
new in America, this disilluslonment over
contradiction. Righting the wrongs of past
and present, whatever they are, is funda-
mental to the development and leadership
of our nation. But as Wicker said, “there is
something repugnant in it, too, in the intol-
erance and ferocity of disaffections, as if hu-
man failure were evil, as if a sort of inquisi-
tion were needed to scourge the money
changers from the American temple.”

We have failed in Vietnam, as we have
often failed in one way or another to achieve
the ideals we have set for ourselves. Such
failures have troubled us from the begin-
ning—they troubled Jefferson and Lincoln
and Bryan and Roosevelt, Truman, Eennedy
and Johnson, Our present failures go beyond
Vietnam, and the danger is that in the dis-
sent over Vietnam we will lose sight of their
magnitude.

Vietnam is such an obsessive, emotional
struggle that it 1s making us incapable of
preserving ourselves in the corridors of
power. I cannot see a world with only one
issue and one position that can be taken on
that.

Despite my deep frustration over Vietnam,
my despalr over the destruction of war, my
concern for the dying—all the dying, I feel
deeply that in all of its tragedy, our present
course is the best that we have to pursue.
And I cannot bring myself to magnify my
reservations to the point where they would
be seen—Iincorrectly, but probably enthusi-
astically—as a fundamental objection to our
policy in Vietnam,

I would ask you, instead, to devote some of
your attention to our other problems, where
you are desperately needed, where the fragile
coalition for progress is in danger of break-
ing down in the face of the Vietnam debate,

There are not enough of us in Congress
who want to increase economic assistance to
poorer countries of this world. That is our
first fallure of effort, the growing gap be-
tween the rich and the poor nations of this
world, It is not just growing, it is exploding.
And our response has been a shrug.

One of the most frustrating things a lib-
eral can do is to try to come to grips with
this issue, to mount the kind of lobby that
will reconcile and implement the great ideas
which have been advanced to deal with this
problem.

I don't have to tell you that nearly two-
thirds of the people of this world are in-
credibly poor—and that the population burst
is making them poorer. I don't have to tell
you that millions of people are continuously
s0 hungry that they are stunted in body and
mind, that well over 10,000 human beings
will dle today from hunger. Unless we can
turn the corner on the hunger explosion,
Vietnam will look like a tea party.

Meanwhile, the percentage of our Gross
National Product devoted to foreign eco-
nomic ald has dropped from two and one-
half per cent in 1949 to six-tenths of one
per cent last year. Before we are through
this year we will probably have dropped it
to four-tenths of one per cent, far below the
average one per cent effort which experts
feel the developed nations must make if
there is to be steady international develop-
ment. This was to be the Decade of Develop-
ment; it Is going to be, I fear, the Decade of
Disappointment.

We promised the underdeveloped nations
of the world that we would permit them to
trade with us. But we have fallen miserably
short of that promise, too. And today power-
ful Senators are proposing protectionist leg-
islation that rivals the Smoot-Hawley tariffs
of the 1920’s in its restrictiveness.
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Beyond that, we are stripping the under-
developed nations of their skilled talents—
their doctors and engineers and that thin
veneer of professional leadership that is abso-
lutely indispensable to them if they are to
have any chance for growth.

There is, however, one area of trade where
we have willingly entered into development
efforts, along with every other developed
country in the world. We have welcomed the
underdeveloped nations of the world to the
international arms race.

Since 1962 this nation has increased its
grants and sales of arms to developing coun-
tries from $404.8 million in that year to
$866.5 million in 1967, and almost all of the
increase has been in sales, which are now
more than six times as great as in 1062, The
crush of the world's annual arms burden now
approaches $175 billion. And in this country
we are threatened by an imminent anti-bal-
listic missile race that could cost $50 billion
by itself, to say nothing of what it will bring
in reaction investment in other nations,

Some of us in the Congress have not only
been concerned about these universally dan-
gerous signs, but have worked on them. We've
voted to try to change the trend. We've tried
to recruit active participants for the attempt
to help developing nations stand on their own
feet and grow toward peace and stability. De-
veloping an impetus for international de-
velopment is as fundamental an issue as any
of us face.

A second great fallure, as least as impor-
tant as the first, 1s our inability to develop
the kind of workable international institu-
tion which can keep the peace. You know the
history of the League of Nations, one of the
truly tragic stories in American history. We
are coming very close to repeating it in the
United Nations,

We must do far more to strengthen that
{nstitution, to contribute our resources and
our faith to it, to call upon this organization
to deal with the broad, fundamental issues
which this world faces. Without an interna-
tional institution that has some potential
for keeping the peace, the chances of prevent-
ing Armageddon are dim indeed.

Nor are all our problems confined to inter-
national affairs. We face domestic problems
of fantastic proportions for which we have
yet to develop solutions or even to allocate
the necessary resources. This despite the fact
that we are in the 81st month of the longest,
most vibrant period of economic growth in
this nation’s history, war or no war.

We now have a Gross National Product
nearing $800 billion. All of India with 500
million people has only $43 billion; all of
South Asla only about $50 billion. Last year
the economy of the United States grew by
#10 billion more than the full economies of
all the nations of Africa produced, excluding
South Africa.

Yet we still deserve Gunnar Myrdal’s judg-
ment in Challenge to Affluence that “There
is an ugly smell rising from the basement of
the stately American mansion.” That smell
is in the air. It mingles with the bitter odors
of gunpowder and charred ruins in Ameri-
can cities across the land.

We are now dimly perceiving the fact that
our domestic mistakes of the past have
reaped racial bitterness, human frustration
and fallure, and the allenation of millions of
American cltizens who are trapped in Amer-
ican ghettoes. Like the solution to the Viet-
nam crisis, a solution to the urban crisis
defles simple identification.

Racial patterns of living are more deeply
entrenched than ever before, and they are
nationwide. As the chief author of the fed-
eral Fair Housing bill, I find nothing more
difficult, nothing more frustrating than try-
ing to raise this issue—which for the first
time involves Northerners, not just South-
erners—and call upon this nation to declare
the principle that we are going to live to-
gether and not separately. Until we do so the
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chances of solving the maladies of this coun-
try are very bleak indeed.

I am proud as a Democrat, and I think you
should be proud as Young Democrats that
this week the first Negro was elected mayor
of a major city in this country—and he bears
our party label. And we can be proud of the
election of Andrew Hatcher too. But there
is a darker side of those elections that none
of us can ignore.

In Cleveland only one out of four white
Democrats voted for Stokes, The other three
jumped over to the Republicans. In Gary,
Indiana, only 17 per cent of white voters
voted for Mr. Hatcher. Those ought to be
sobering statistics.

There is not only a question of substance.
We have a profound moral issue in this
country, the question of whether we really
believe in each other as people regardless of
color. It is fundamental and basic and far
from resolved.

Millions of Americans have educational
systems hardly worthy of the word.

Insensitive law enforcement officers, inade-
quate public services, and an apathetic Amer-
ican public have created a new generation of
bitterness and cynicism and hate, with lead-
ers who see violence as an accepted method
of settling grievances.

What has been our response? Too often
there has been too little sympathy and too
little help, and too much inclination toward
suppression; a reverse violence which could
make this nation even more divided.

Now, we must insist upon order, but I don’t
believe you can have order unless you have
Justice. And the objective of a liberal, objec-
tive of a decent American, must be the ac-
complishment of both objectives.

Yet this is a country where the poverty
program is being virtually dismantled. We
will be fortunate to save the structure of
these programs, and we are almost certain to
see only minimal increases in funding. A
profoundly wealthy country, after it has
made promise after promise of greater oppor-
tunity, after it has gone through one explo-
sion after another, after the injustices have
been lald out for all of us to see, may yet
turn its back on the poverty program,

We have salvaged only $10 million for rent
supplements, $13.56 million for the Teacher
Corps, and about half of what the President
asked for Model Cities.

Our effort to create an emergency public
jobs program lost in the Senate by 54 to 28.
A to fight rats in American citles
was laughed down in the House of Repre~
sentatives, Though we now know that chil-
dren are starving in Mississippi, a remedy has
been stified in the House Agriculture Com-
mittee.

It's not that we lack money. A supersonic
transport made it through the Congress, $142
million and sonic booms and all. We found
$4.5 billion for space and $4.7 billion for pub-
lic works. Yet we could not find the resources
for more than the most modest beginning
attack on the problem of American cities.
And that, it seems to me, is as important as
any issue facing our nation—or Indeed, our
world.

Finally, while it may seem strange to say
it, one of our biggest problems, in my opin-
ion, is that we know so little about American
soclety, just as we know so little about Viet-
nam and Asia.

When our cities exploded, public officials
were astonished. Why would New Haven and
Detroit—model communities under creative,
sophisticated leadership—explode? Where had
we falled? What could be done about it?

This past summer doctors found children,
thousands of them, starving in America just
as they do in India. No one in the federal
government knew it was happening.

We still don't know what to do to educate
the children of blighted areas, Some say the
only way is full integration; others call for
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massive and expensive compensatory educa-
tion.

But the frightening thing to me is that
after generation after generation has denied
charity in this country, the American edu-
cational establishment has yet to agree on
what is needed to achieve something as mini-
mal and fundamental as giving children a
fair chance.

Because we do not have the knowledge we
need, some of us believe that the structure
at the national and local levels must be
changed to bring sophisticated soclal sclen-
tists to the highest executive and legisla-
tive levels. We must undertake the develop-
ment of social indicators that will keep us
informed of human progress and failure. We
must search for answers dellberately and in-
stitutionally in the pursuit of full opportu-
nity. Otherwise change will smother us and
despair will be our watchword.

Even if we could simply stop the war right
now—and I don't believe we can—we would
not be assured of the resources we must
have,

Even In present circumstances we could
have commenced significant new efforts with
only the most marginal kinds of sacrifice.
As I have sald, we found money this year for
the S8T, space programs, and expanded arms
credit sales to poor nations. But we barely
saved new and beginning innovative pro-
grams for the cities.

There is no perfect correlation between at-
titudes toward the war in Vietnam and at-
titudes toward social programs. Some of those
who have made the argument that we can't
afford both guns and social programs have
always voted against those same social pro-
grams, What is basic in dealing with prob-
lems at home and abroad is not the question
of resources going to Vietnam, although that
clearly complicates it. There is a funda-
mental problem of the will to see it through,
to design programs and appropriate funds to
alleviate human problems at home and
abroad.

To do that will require your effort, your in-
volvement in this political party, your suc-
cess at the polls,

Our need is not to burn flags or draft cards,
or to convert decent human belngs into
demons and seek to destroy them. Hating is
easy and self-righteousness s satisfying, but
this course destroys more than it builds. It
steers people from the forces of progress and
further weights the balance in favor of the
reactionary, insensitive, and selfish, who al-
ready have the upper hand,

If we are to generate full opportunity for
all Americans, we will need resources in un-
precedented proportions.

This will require a political coalition that
can obtaln greatly expanded support in Con-
gress and at all levels of government. Where
will the moral, intellectual and material re-
sources be found to remake our America?
What hope is there that we can accomplish
this goal of full opportunity?

I think it rests with you, Much has been
sald about the Generation Gap. I personally
believe there is a difference in your genera-
tlon—deeper commitment to more honest,
personal, moral and intellectual standards,
If my appraisal is correct, I hope you never
grow up—never adjust to the apathetic com-
promises that deprive the nation of the com-
mitted ideallsm that we must have.

Our party cannot continue to translate
ideas into power and action unless there is
a continuing infusion of creative and inspired
and selfless young leadership—prodding and
pushing us, but prodding and pushing them-
selves toward leadership in party and gov-
ernment that ultimately achleves a soclety
that fulfills the larger purposes of a humane
and compassionate people.

We have been torn by a bitter fight here
in Minnesota. We could be torn by an equally
bitter fight over Vietnam. I fully and
honor those who disagree with me on Viet-
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nam, but my plea here today is that we see,
despite this disagreement, that there is a
larger objective. It could be shattered and
paralyzed if we let our differences destroy
the effectiveness of our party, if our great
movement toward human improvement is
further divided, split and shattered.

The party and its ultimate success are the
only hope for millions of people in this coun-
try and in the world who hope for oppor-
tunity. This is our cause and this must be
our effort, despite our mistakes. We can't
succeed without you.

You are here on the specific issue of Viet-
nam. And you must deal with it as best you
can. We all must. But I would ask that you
consider two things:

First, make your decisions about Vietnam
with full knowledge of the present and as
much Insight into the future possibilities
as you can generate. Do not be deaf to the
multitude of voices. See the distinctions as
they are, not as you'd like them to be.

Second, pass your judgments as citizens of
the world. Place Vietnam in the context of
the unfinished work before us—the battle
against starvation, the fight to build work-
able international institutions, the struggle
to avert hatred and violence in our own
society, the absolute demand that we plan for
the kind of world and nation we want, Enow-
ing what must be done, which party do you
want to place in power? For you can’'t get
out of the world, and it's not a pastoral sym-
phony. And 1968 will make a difference to
America and the world.

Tom Wicker concluded his New York Times
article by saying:

“From reality man reaches toward promise,
fails, and in an agony of failure finds his
greatness by reaching again.”

The fundamental requirement for trying
in agony to reach and succeed next time is
young leadership, unwilling to compromise
where compromise is dishonest, working
with energy and understanding, infusing
our party and government with the idealism
that we need. Not withdrawing from the
process because of inevitable disappoint-
ment, but in those disappointments and in
the agony of the fallure of our society, reach-
ing and trying again.

Those of us in public life certainly cannot
argue that we've even approached perfection.
But I think it makes an awful lot of differ-
ence whether you are willing to try; whether
your dreams are still important enough to
make a special effort. It is an attitude, it is
a commitment, it is a willingness to be
involved that’s at stake here.

I see preclous little chance that it is going
to come from the other political party. If it
comes at all, it will almost invarlably come
from our own. That's why what we do with
this instituiton, what you do as young
Democrats is not, as some would say, ir-
relevant to the power structure of this coun-
try. It is fundamental and it is important.

Recently I received a letter from a student
in California about a speech that I had given
on the generation gap. He wrote specifically
about what he considered to be my thesis—
that if you disagree with the system, then
fight 1t, or reform it, from within,

“Although I am a devoted follower of the
New Left (he said), I do take issue with their
surprising nalevete on the political system
and how to change it. I heartily agree with
your example of recent Callfornia gu-
bernatorial contest and how the apathy of
the New Light in that race may hold potenti-
ally traglc results. Indeed the tragic result
has partially taken effect.

“You are almost totally correct in your
insights into the thoughts and goals of my
generation in your Impression that many
of us regard national politics as being largely
irrelevant.”

Then he suggests some reasons, some com-
pelling ones, for this attitude.

“One of the reasons,” he suggested, “is the
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ancient theory that you can’t legislate against
hate which much of today’s young activists
at least subconsciously belleve. I take issue
with this, for there is no better argument
against that statement than the record of
liberal legislation in America. I belleve that
one can legislate against evil and I further
believe that one must, for I am completely
assured that if one does not fight evil at
the top, then its pressures will permeate our
existence.

“A handful of young radicals ignoring the
structure will not produce the results that
we want, but it will leave that much more
room for the enemy to run free, crowding the
hills with billboards, clouding the air with
pollution and ravaging our forests with the
exploitation of packaging.

“A political system must be radically
changed. But it must be internal. Obviously
we can't exist without government as of yet.
Nor, can we of the new left muster enough
people to totally ignore the system.

“We shall show ourselves shortly around
Washington. Rest assured that we make our
pressures strongly felt. I myself hope to be
in the front lines.”

My message to you as young Democrats
is that I hope you know what this young
man knows. I hope you too will be in the
front lines, in Washington and in St. Paul.

Maybe one of you will have to push me
out to get there someday. I won’t like it if
that happens, but I'll have to take it. And
I say better one of you within the Young
Democrats than one of them.

For they'll be after me, too, and they’ll be
doing it inslde the system, inside one of the
best organized and politically powerful state
Republican parties in the nation, Is that
what you want? That could be what you
get, if you abandon the party as a vehicle
for a change in government and policy.

I hope you've thought about 1t carefully
and deeply.

EKOREA AND VIETNAM

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, Mr.
Y. J. Rhee, of Uniondale, N.Y., sent me
a copy of an informative letter he wrote
on November 1 to Under Secretary of
State Katzenbach. In the letter Mr. Rhee
makes a number of interesting com-
ments in rebuttal to Secretary Katzen-
bach’s analogy, in a recent speech, be-
tween the Korean war and the war in
Vietnam. I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

UnionDALE, LoNG Istanp, N.Y.,
November 1, 1967,
Hon. NicHOLAS DEB, KATZENBACH,
Under Secretary of State, U.S. Department
of State, Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: As a Korean-born American
citizen, I was intrigued by your unsubstanti-
ated analogy between the Korean War and
the Vietnamese War, which you presented in
your recent speech at Fairfield University,
Fairfleld, Connecticut.

I should like to clte several significant
differences between these two wars. First of
all, Korea had been a nation-state for many
centuries until Japan annexed her in 1809.
Vietnam, on the other hand, is a geography
which has never developed into nationhood.
In Korea, the North Korean troops com-
menced an unprovoked attack on June 25,
1950 against the government which was
established under the supervision of the
United Nations. The United Nations General
Assembly recognized the government in
Beoul as the only lawful government on the
peninsula. As you are aware, none of the
South Vietnamese governments have enjoyed
similar recognition by the United Natlons.
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Secondly, the aggression from the north In
Korea was an external attack, whereas, the
hostilitles in Vietnam are largely guerrilla
type operations by the South Vietnamese
against the South Vietnamese government.
In other words, a military victory over the
aggressors was possible in Korea, but in Viet-
nam the ultimate victory must be a political
one, for which the United States military
power can not determine its final outcome.

Thirdly, you stated that there were
criticisms against the Korean government led
by Dr. Syngman Rhee that it was not really
representative. I regret to inform you that
your information and knowledge of the
Korean government before the Korean War
are totally inaccurate. The pre-Eorean War
government under Syngman Rhee was truly
representative. In fact, Rhee's Minister of
Agriculture was a communist. The election
which was supervised by the United Nations
Commission on Eorea was completely honest
and a group of powerful opposition parties
were in operation. Of course, during and after
the War, Syngman Rhee used the American-
equipped and American-advised forces of
organized violence to crush his political
enemies. In the end, as you are well aware,
Eoreans now have a war lord government
which rules the country with American tanks
and guns.

Lastly, your statement in connection with
the complaints that the Koreans were not
doing enough for themselves during the
Korean War is callous. Please allow me to clte
my own personal account of how much
sacrifice Koreans made to repell the aggres-
sors in cooperation with fighting men from
eighteen member nations of the United
Nations. I have two brothers; all three of us
actively served throughout the War. My
younger brother then was in tenth grade and
I was in the second year of college. Like many
friends of mine, we did not claim student de-
ferments but chose to fight. When I gradu-
ated from a boys’ high school in Seoul in 1949,
I was one of the one hundred fifty graduates
and all of us advanced to colleges. At the end
of the War, I found more than a half of my
high school classmates were killed in action
and many more were maimed. I am familiar
with your military service during the World
War II and subsequent captivity in Germany.
I am proud to say that my brothers and my
friends served during the Korean War with
the same dedication as you did for the United
States.

In conclusion, I do not belleve that your
strained analogy of the two wars would serve
any purpose in defending the dublous Viet-
nam policy of the Johnson Administration.

With highest esteem,

Sincerely yours,
Y. J. RHEE.

ERVIN CONSTITUTIONAL CONVEN-
TION BILL DRAWS FIRE FROM ST,
LOUIS POST-DISPATCH, CONSTI-
TUTIONAL LAW EXPERT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, some
weeks ago the Subcommittee on Separa-
tion of Powers of the Senate Judiciary
Committee held hearings on legislation
introduced by Senator Ervin to define
the ground rules for the calling of a con-
stitutional convention under article V
of our Constitution. It was my privilege
to testify on this significant proposal.

Two thought-provoking commentaries
on the Ervin bill have since come to my
attention. The first is an editorial from
the St. Louis Post~Dispatech, the second,
an article by Prof. Charles L. Black, Jr.,
Luce professor of jurisprudence at Yale
Law School. Both commentaries are
sharply critical of the Ervin proposal, al-
though Professor Black feels it should be
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“sunk without a trace” while the Post-
Dispatch calls it a “tentative basis for
hearings,” feeling “it is better for Con-
gress to decide the issue now rather than
wait for an emergency.”

These critiques of S. 2307 bear a strik-
ing similarity, however, in arguing force-
fully that the bill completely omits the
people from the convention process and
substitutes State legislatures at every
step of the proposal and ratification
process. For example, State legislatures,
not the U.S. Congress or the courts,
would be the final arbiter of the validity
of a State call for a constitutional con-
vention. The Governor, the only repre-
sentative at the State level of all of the
people of a State, would not have a
chance to veto such a convention call.
State legislatures could appoint conven-
tion delegates if they so wished, bypass-
ing the right of the people to elect those
delegates.

Each State would have but a single
vote in a constitutional convention, thus
contravening the principle of propor-
tional representation. As a result a con-
vention could be submitted to State
legislatures for ratification even though
delegates representing 85 or 90 percent
of the people in the United States ob-
jected. Finally, although Congress could
decide to have any proposed amendments
ratified by individual State conventions,
8. 2307 would give the State legislatures
the authority to set the rules of proce-
dure for these conventions.

Mr. President, we have been told for
some time now in connection with State
calls for a constitutional convention on
reapportionment that we should let the
people decide. Senator Ervin’s bill as it
is presently drafted, would let the State
legislatures decide, thus bypassing the
checks and balances of our Federal sys-
tem. Every constitutional traditionalist
should be seriously concerned about such
a possibility.

I ask unanimous consent that Profes-
sor Black’s article and the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch editorial be inserted in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REecorbp, as follows:

LATEST MOVE 1IN THE “CONVENTION" GAME
(By Professor Charles L. Black, Jr., Luce Pro-
fessor of Jurisprudence, ¥Yale Law School,

New Haven, Conn.)

8. 2307, introduced by Senator Ervin on
August 17, is scheduled soon for hearings.
The bill is compounded of futility, multiple
unconstitutionality, and reckless foolishness.
Its introduction is the latest move in the
“Constitutional Convention” game; some
background is necessary, If you have not been
following the earlier innings.

Article V of the Constitution provides that
amendments may go through in two ways.
First (and this is the procedure invariably
followed up to now) Congress may, by two-
thirds majorities in each House, submit an
Amendment to the state legislatures, or (at
Congress' own election) to conventions in
the states, three-fourths of whom must rat-
ify. Secondly, it 1s provided that *“Con-
gress . . . on the Application of the Legisla-
tures of two-thirds of the several States . . .
shall call a Convention for proposing Amend-
ments . . .,” which are then to be submitted
to one of the same ratification procedures
(again at Congress' election) as are those
originating in Congress.
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In recent decades, a good many of the state
legislatures have decided—if “decision” is the
right name for the mindless, discussionless
whooping-through which has characterized
some of their proceedings—that this lan-
guage empowers them to force the calling,
not of a “Convention for proposing Amend-
ments,” in the sense of a convention to con-
sider national problems and to fashion such
proposals as the convention thinks ought to
be made, but rather of a “convention” to vote
aye or nay on a text actually proposed by the
legislatures themselves. The only authority
behind this reading of the text of Article V is
the self-serving authority of twentleth-cen-
tury state legislatures.

Between them and their goal stands Con-
gress, with its power to decide upon the valid-
ity of their “applications,” and to set such
rules for representation at the “convention”
as to Congress may seem to be in the national
interest. S. 2307 seeks, in brief, to disarm Con-
gress in advance, and to put the counfry en-
tirely at the mercy of the state legislatures,
by setting up a well-greased “standard oper-
ating procedure” for dealing with these ap-
plications, so that it would be impossible for
the contemporaneous and focussed judgment
of Congress to act on them as issues arise.

It is hard to strike a balance between the
futility and the over-all foolishness of this
proposal. I think I will start with the futility.

The measure is utterly futile because it
tries to do what neither the Ninetieth nor
any other Congress can do—to bind future
Congresses to exercise their discretion and
responsibility in a certain way. After specify-
ing what the state applications are to con-
tain—and in doing so resolving, probably
wrongly, several crucial constitutional ques-
tions—8S. 2307 reaches its bottleneck:

“If either House of the Congress deter-
mines, upon a consideration of any such re-
port or of a concurrent resolution agreed to
by the other House of the Congress, that there
are in effect applications made by two-thirds
or more of the States for the calling of a con-
stitutional convention upon the same sub-
ject, it shall be the duty of that House to
agree to a concurrent resolution calling for
the convening of a Federal constitutional
convention upon that subject.”

It is entirely clear that this Congress can-
not bind its succesors either by its attempted
resolution of the thorny constitution prob-
lems entailed in the decision whether state
applications are valid, or by its policy-judg-
ments (embodied in the rest of the bill) as
to the sort of “‘convention” to be called, when
and if one is to be called. No Senator or
Representative in any subsequent Congress
could warrantedly think himself estopped to
reconsider all these problems from the ground
up—indeed, he would be under a plain duty
to do so, and to cast his vote in accordance
with his own and not his predecessors’ con-
science, The bill is therefore a brutum jful-
men. Yet it is introduced for an effect—the
effect of producing a momentum, an appear-
ance of consensus. It is therefore worth talk-
ing about more fully, for it is important not
only that it not pass, but also that it not
make a good showing.

As to the foolishness, the most conspicuous
unwisdom, as I have implied, is over-all. The
entire conception of a “standard operating
procedure,” in respect of the discharge of
this critically important Congressional func-
tion, never up to now invoked, and sure to
be very rarely invoked, If at all, in future,
is absurd. The amendment of the Constitu-
tion is hardly a thing to be reduced as nearly
to the automatic as may be. Calling a Con-
stitutional Convention is the last thing one
would wish to see routinized.

More detalled comment on 8. 2307 may
usefully focus on particular sections.

Section 3(b) performs an astonishing ini-
tial act of abdication:

“Questions concerning the State legislative
procedure and the validity of the adoption
of a State resolution cognizable under this
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Act shall be determinable by the State leg-
islature and its decisions thereon shall be
binding on all others, including State and
Federal courts, and the Congress of the
United States.”

Neither on this nor on any other matter,
as I have polnted out, can the Ninetieth
Congress effectively abdicate for its succes-
sors, and the provision therefore classifies
easily under the futility heading, but it also
would seem to be unconstitutional, in that
it at least seeks to withdraw from Congress
and the courts such responsibility as they
might constitutionally have to determine
whether the state applications are valid, and
it is foolish, for it leaves to local interest
to determine the “validity” of an attempted
exercise of a function of vital concern to the
nation.

Sections 3(c) and 13(b), which may con-
veniently be grouped together, provide that
the state governors shall have no voice either
in the state legislative decision to apply for
a “convention” or in the ratification by the
state legislature of such proposals as come
out of the “convention.” Except on the
(rather questionable) assumption that Con-
gress has power to fix the law on these mat-
ters, these provisions are nullities. On that
assumption, the provisions embody strange
policy choices indeed. The amendment proc-
ess is the most solemn one in our govern-
ment; in it we discern ultimate power. Why
should Congress elect positively to ordain
that each state 1s to take two crucial steps
in that process without a safeguard—sub-
mission to the governor for possible veto—
which would be necessary in the case of a
bill regulating the working-hours of intra-
state dog-catchers? The answer is simple,
and not creditable to the draftsmen of the
bill. Governors are elected statewide; no ger-
rymandering or other finagling can prevent
their being responsible to the whole people
of the state. Something roughly—though
only very roughly—like the democratic prin-
ciple would be introduced if the governor
had to approve. Governors, too, are likely to
be people of relatively high intelligence and
prestige. Their actlons are visible. What is
wanted, obviously, is to make the Constitu-
tion of the United States amendable by the
all-but-anonymous sole action of the mem-
bership of the state legislatures, with no
check of any kind, Do the state legislatures,
as we know them, really deserve such con-
fidence?

I have already pointed out the futility of
Section 6(a), where the attempt is made to
make it the “duty” of the Houses of Congress
to call a convention of a prescribed form,
whatever the current judgment of Congress
may be as to the obligation resting on Con-
gress, or as to the wise manner of constitut-
ing such a convention. One other thing needs
to be mentioned about this section: it pro-
vides for issuance of a convention call by
“concurrent” resolution, ellminating the step
of submission to the President and possible
veto, Now if anything is absolutely clear, on
the face of a constitutional text (Article 1,
§T7) not calling for interpretation, it is that
“every Order, Resolution, or Vote to which
the concurrence of the Senate and the House
of Representatives may be necessary (except
on a question of Adjournment) shall be pre-
sented to the President of the United States;
and before Same shall take Effect, shall be
approved by him, or being disapproved by
him, shall be repassed by two thirds of the
Senate and House of Representatives, accord-
ing to the Rules and Limitations prescribed
in the Case of a Bill.” The excuse, presuma-
bly, for this bypassing of the President would
be the 1798 case of Hollingsworth v, Virginia,
where (in an opinion which can be seen, by
anyone who cares to look at the report, to
be Inadequately reasoned), the Court held
that a constitutional amendment, originat-
ing in Congress, and passed by the same two-
thirds as is needed to override a veto, need
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not go to the President. Whatever reason can tlonal constitutional amendments simply

be given for this decision obviously has no
application to the calling of a convention by
simple majorities in both Houses: there is
not the shakiest ground for holding such a
measure unamenable to Presidential veto,
under the plain language of ArticleI, § 7.1t is
astounding—or, I should rather say, it ought
to be astounding—that people who dress
themselves up as strict-construction con-
stitutional textualists are without shame in
putting forward such a proposal.

When we reach Section 7, we are startled
to find that “a convention called under this
Act shall be composed of as many delegates
from each State as it Is entitled to Repre-
sentatives in Congress.”

Can it be that the popular prineciple is
actually to be represented—that some pre-
caution at some stage is to be taken to ensure
that amendments are supported by at least a
majority of the people? No, we should have
given Senator Ervin more credit than that,
Section 9(a) clears up the puzzle:

“In voting on any question before the con-
vention each State ghall have one vote which
shall be cast as the majority of the delegates
from the State, present at the time, shall
agree. If the delegates from any State present
are evenly divided on any question before
the convention, the vote of that State shall
not be cast on the question.”

So0, on both proposal and ratification, Cali-
fornia and Alaska have an equal voice. Cali-
fornia gets more expense-pald junkets; that
is the only genufiection the bill makes to
democracy. The arlthmetical effect is utterly
startling; even if no populous states lost their
votes by a tle among their delegates, an
amendment could be proposed by delegates
representing perhaps 15% of the American
peoplel

Section T(a) goes on to provide, “Each
delegate shall be elected or appointed in the
manner provided by State law.” The state
legislatures, having procured the summon-
ing of the “convention,” are to fix the manner
of selecting delegates to it. No limits are set.
They may be “elected,” or, perchance, “ap-
pointed,” by somebody unspecified. Nothing
would prevent the state legislatures from
quite dominating this phase of the process.

Sections 12 and 13(a), together, create a
puzzle. Section 12 flatly provides for ratifica-
tion by the state legislatures. Section 13, be-
latedly, refers to Congress' option to provide
for ratification by conventions in the states—
but puts their “rules of procedure” under
the State legislatures:

“For the purpose of ratifying proposed
amendments transmitted by the States pur-
suant to this Act the State legislatures shall
adopt their own rules of procedure except
that the acts of ratification shall be by con-
vention or by State legislative action as the
Congress may direct. All questions concern-
ing the validity of State legislative procedure
shall be determined by the legislatures and
their decisions shall be binding on all
others.”

It would undoubtedly be contended that
this means that the mode of selection of the
conventions is in the legislatures’ hands. It
is the foolishness of this that is its most con-
spicuous characteristic. Why hold conven-
tions if they are to be under the domination
of the very legislatures to which they are the
constitutional alternative? The same ques-
tion, rephrased, seems to settle the connected
constitutional issue: why should Article V
have given Congress the option of providing
for ratification by conventions, if the legisla-
tures thus to be bypassed were to control the
conventions? Such an absurd reading of Ar-
ticle V cannot be right.

Summarily, what this bill tries to do is to
strap the Constitution down for such opera-
tions as the state legislatures, acting alone
and without any check by anybody repre-
senting the nation as a whole, might wish to
perform. It would make it possible for na-

to steal upon us, by local votes cast on local
considerations. The bill is anti-national to
the core. It traduces every sound theory of
federalism. It carelessly jettisons all thought
of checks and balances. The fact that it is
in the end a futility—that subsequent Con-
gresses need not and could not think them-
selves bound by it—should not blind us to its
dangers. If it were to pass, it would con-
stitute a symbolic victory for the ultra-right,
which can still make a kind of showing in
the state legislatures that it cannot make
anywhere else. And it might be used to make
it appear, though falsely, that some Congress
of the future, exercising its own judgment
as it would be duty-bound to do, was violat-
ing the standing law.

Let us hope that 8. 2307 is sunk without a
trace.

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Oct. 30,
1967]

OMITTING THE PEOPLE

A Senate Judiciary subcommittee begins
hearings this week on one of the most im-
portant yet neglected aspects of constitu-
tional law. The question is how Congress shall
create a Constitutional Convention if the
states require one.

At the moment nobody knows the answer,
because there has never been such a conven-
tion, nor any ground-rules for one. But the
matter is urgent because 32 states have asked
for a convention to upset the Supreme
Court's one man, one vote rule for state leg-
islative apportionment. This states' rights
drive seems at stalemate, yet if only two
more states petition Congress, that body will
be faced with the demands of establishing
immediate precedent.

Senator Ervin, chairman of the subcom-
mittee on separation of powers, rightly argues
that it is better for Congress to decide the
issue now rather than to wait for an emer-
gency. The North Carolinian has introduced
his own bill as a tentative basis for hearings.
His purpose is praiseworthy but his bill
should, we think, be no more than tentative.
It would give the states, rather than the
people, full control of the amending process.

The Ervin bill, S. 2307, contains some sound
provisions, Principally, it forestalls the dan-
gerous possibility that a convention sum-
moned by the states could attempt to rewrite
the entire Constitution. The bill does this by
requiring the states to propose particular
goals for amendments, and by permitting
Congress to disapprove the results if they
exceed these purposes.

Moreover, the measure allows states to
rescind petitions once adopted. The author-
ity to do this has never been clear. This
proposal would deprive the reapportioned
Missouri Legislature of an excuse for failing
to rescind the malapportionment petition
adopted by the malapportioned 1965 Legis-
lature.

However, the Ervin bill does not require
a Governor's signature on state petitions;
it leaves these to the legislatures alone. In
short, the rules for seeking to amend the
Federal Constitution would be weaker than
the rules for passing a state trafic law. The
Governor, as the one state officilal repre-
senting a state-wide majority of the public,
would be left out of the picture and so, very
likely, would majority opinion.

But the most serious error of the bill, from
the standpoint of popular government, is the
plan to give each state one vote in the Con-
stitutional Convention—regardless of the
state’s population. Nevada would have as
much to say about the nature of the conven-
tion's work as New York. In theory, at least,
the 26 smallest states could determine the
results, though they represent only 17 per
cent of the American people.

The Ervin bill leaves the whole amending
process to the states or, more specifically,
the state leglslatures. Under the Constitu-
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tion, two thirds of the states may invoke a
Constitutional Convention (though they,
indeed, might have less than a third of the
natlonal population), and three fourths of
the states may ratify a proposed amend-
ment.

If the individual states, through their leg-
islatures, also dominate the convention, then
the legislatures are in full control of the
initiation, the deliberation and the final rati-
fication of changes in the Constitution. We
doubt that state legislatures are held in such
high regard that the general public would
entrust them with tampering with the rules
of natlonal government, the Bill of Rights
or anything else in the basic charter of the
Union.

Somewhere in the amending process there
must be a voice for the people based on fair
representation. Congress has represented
that voice in the amending process in the
past. If a convention 1s called, it must be
falrly apportioned. The reasonable way to do
it is to apportion convention delegates to
the states on the basis of population, and
to give each delegate, not each state, one
vote.

The Ervin bill omits the people. While
Senator Ervin called the hearings to estab-
lish a needed precedent, the need is grave
enough to demand a sound and lasting one.

THE NATIONAL HEALTH CRISIS AND
THE MEDICAL BRAIN DRAIN

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Tues-
day’s Washington Post contains a story,
“Nation Is Warned of Health Crisis,”
which deserves the attention of every
Senaftor.

This report by Thomas O'T'oole sum-
marizes a report to President Johnson
by the National Advisory Commission on
Health Manpower. It describes a na-
tional health crisis that, according to
Mr. O’'Toole’s report, will worsen unless
there is a sweeping reform of our na-
tional health effort.

One portion of the story, Mr. Presi-
dent, deals with & problem in which I
have a special interest. According to
Mr. O'Toole, one of the recommenda-
tions of the Commission is that the Na-
tion should—

Gradually disapprove and phase out the
Third Preference part of the immigration
law that each year admits 7,000 new foreign
medical graduates into the U.S. where al-
most 20 percent of all new medical
licenses given each year go to foreign-trained
doctors. Not only are these doctors poorly
tralned by U.S. standards, claims the Com-
mission, their entry Into the U.S. repre-
sents the “worst kind of brain drain” in the
world today.

For 2 years, Mr. President, I have
tried to focus attention on this deplor-
able aspect of the brain drain from de-
veloping countries. The opportunities for
health and even life leave many of the
developing nations of the world along
with medical personnel who migrate to
the United States. The richest nation in
the world is not providing enough phy-
sicians for its people.

I cannot believe it must be this way,
and I cannot believe we can tolerate this
continual theft of critical medical talent
from nations where chances for health
and growth depend on that talent. The
brain drain from developing countries
in medicine is a national disgrace.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this timely article from the
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Washington Post be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Nariow Is WARNED oF HEALTH CRISIS
(By Thomas O'Toole)

The Nation is in the midst of a “health
crisis,” said a presidential commission yester-
day—one that will worsen unless the country
undertakes a sweeping reform of medical
schools, hospitals, heath Insurers and even
the way doctors themselves are licensed to
practice.

The crisis we find ourselves in, said the
National Advisory Commission on Health
Manpower, whose 15 members (eilght of them
doctors) have studied the status of health
services since May, 1966, is one brought on
by a lack of leadership and an unwillingness
to change within the health establishment.

The results, said the Commision yesterday
in a report to President Johnson, are long
walts to see a doctor, hurried, impersonal
attention once the patient is seen, a shortage
of hospital beds and services, uneven dis-
tribution of care and costs rising sharply
“from levels that already prohibit care for
some and create major financial burdens for
many more."”

To challenge this “crisis of care,” the Com-
mission recommended no fewer than 58 ma-
jor changes in the way the U.S. health care
system 1s to work. And while asking for vol-
untary acceptance of its proposals, the Com-
mission nonetheless indicated they might
have to be enforced

“Unless these changes are accomplished
more quickly than has ever been possible in
the past,” the Commission warned, “a more
serlous health crisis is inevitable.”

Among its 58 curatives, the Commission
prescribed a few sure to stir controversy for
years to come:

For doctors and dentists: Back-to-school
refresher courses or perlodic examinations
for renewal of their licenses to maintain their
skills and guard against malpractice and “un-
necessary or overly expensive tests and treat-
ments"” by some.

For hospitals: Financial rewards for effi-
clency and quality care sufficlent enough “to
make it unprofitable for a hospital to reduce
quality and community service just in order
to lower costs.”

For health insurance organizations: En-
couragement to revise their payment proce-
dures to share savings with hospitals and
individual physicians who demonstrate med-
ical ability.

For medical and dental schools: Incentive
grants to those who ralse their output of
doctors and dent'sts and a denial of funds
to those who do not.

For medical and dental students: direct
financial aid over their course of study, in-
ternship and residency, with an option to
repay the loans over a long term or through
direct governmental service, either in the
military, Public Health Service or a Poverty
Corps for doetors |,

While these last two recommendations are
clearly to increase the supply of health pro-
fessionals, the Commission inslsted they were
made to meet future needs and expansion.

“The crisis at the present time,” it said, “is
not simply one of numbers,” to raise the
number of practicing doctors, dentists, nurses
and auxillary persornel, “We must first im-
prove the system through which health care
is provided.”

One way to improve the health care system,
recommended the Commission, would be to
draft doctors through the communities where
they work instead of through thelr own home
towns.

So outdated is the present method of Se-
lective Service that it has left some towns
with overnight doctor shortages. Not long
ago, a Commission member sald, Vanderbilt
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University Medical School was left without
a Pathology Department, when its seven-man
staff (from seven different states) was
drafted all at once.

Perhaps the best way of upgrading the
health care system, the Commission sald,
would be through what it calls a “peer re-
view" system, certain to be one of the most
controversial of the Commission’s proposals.

What the Commission would like to see in
the U.S. is a series of review boards, at the
city, county and state levels, at the hospital
level, and at the health insurance organiza-
tion level.

In effect, these review boards—made up
of prominent physicians and health officials—
would demand that doctors and hospitals ac-
count for their actions.

Besides peer review, the Commission made
other specific recommendations to improve
the health care system. Among them:

Gradually disapprove and phase out the
Third Preference part of the immigration law
that each year admits 7000 new forelgn medi-
cal graduates into the U.8., where almost 20
per cent of all new medical licenses given
each year go to forelgn-trained doctors. Not
only are these doctors poorly trained by U.S.
standards, claims the Commission, their en-
try into the U.S. represents the “worst kind
of brain drain” in the world today.

Give the highest priority to improving
health care for the poor and needy. “No clear-
cut solution for care of the disadvantaged
has been developed,” the Commission con-
cluded. “We urge that experimentation be
markedly expanded with recognition of the
special problems of this segment of the pop-
ulation.”

THE GREAT SALT LAKE

Mr. MOSS. Mr, President, in late Oc-
tober, Mr. Tom Tiede wrote a most
derogatory article concerning Great Salt
Lake which is perhaps the most famous
physiographic feature of the State of
Utah. Mr. Tiede is a feature writer of
the Newspaper Enterprise Association,
a Scripps-Howard Service, and he is
based in New York.

Mr, Tiede has been described to me as
a competent, even distinguished, writer,
so I can conclude only that he was grossly
misinformed.

Among the things which he said about
Great Salt Lake are “it stinks,” and “the
shore, thousands of irregular miles long,
is littered with garbage, carcasses, inner-
tubing, rusting castaways and several
million other objects which give off a
sort of rotting stench.”

He further said:

The water, what there is of it, is polluted
with as much as 30 million gallons of sewage
a day and, according to experienced natives,
“it's like swimming in a septic tank.”

Unquestionably, this is an extreme
and prejudiced view based, I am sure, on
gossip rather than personal observation.
However, there is just enough truth in
it that it cannot be branded total false-
hood. Let me briefly comment on several
of his allegations.

The Utah Water Pollution Committee
states that there are 19 plants in 41
communities in the Great Salt Lake
watershed now providing secondary
treatment and efluent chlorination to
serve a 638,000 population equivalent.
These 19 plants discharge 110 million
gallons per day of effluent into tributary
streams of the lake such as the Jordan
River, the Bear River, and the Weber
River, or into irrigation and drainage
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channels, or, in the case of Salt Lake
City, directly into the Great Salt Lake.
This water is not “polluted.”

There are five small communities pro-
viding no waste water treatment, serv-
ing a population equivalent of 1,160.
These villages discharge approximately
100,000 gallons per day of untreated
waste water into the Bear River and the
Weber River, streams which flow into
Great Salt Lake.

We can measure the progress made in
recent years in combating the pollution
problem by referring to the reconnais-
sance investigation of Great Salt Lake
which was made by the National Park
Service in 1959. I have referred to this
investigation before in discussions of the
proposed Great Salt Lake National Mon-
ument, The investigation team was sent
from the Park Service regional office in
Sante Fe.

Its report, published in November 1960,
mentioned pollution as one of the diffi-
cult problems impeding development of
the lake area. Here is a paragraph from
that report:

During recent years, Great Salt Lake has
been seriously affected by such activities
as disposal of municipal wastes, industrial
uses, and major construction projects. This
presents a great problem In management
and development if the maximum benefits
from this great natural resource are to be
realized.

The report also states that “pollution
by both raw sewage and industrial wastes
is one of the most serious difficulties.”

Since that survey was made, 10 sewage
treatment plants have been built. They
are: Sandy, 1962; Salt Lake City, 1965;
South Davis Sewer District, two plants,
1962; Central Davis Improvement Dis-
trict, 1961; Garland-Tremonton, 1963;
Park City, 1966 Coalville, 1965; Magna.
1962; Tooele, 1967. Furt.her, Logan is
constructing a plant which will be com-
pleted in 1968.

Therefore, the pollution has been
greatly reduced. But, since Great Salt
Lake has no outlet, it is difficult totally
to eliminate the problem, but untreated
waste water is now down to about 100
thousand gallons per day discharged into
tributary streams of the lake.

As to the statements concerning un-
sightly debris, it can be said authorita-
tively that none of this exists around
Antelope Island or in sight of it.

It is also apparent from a National
Geographic article of August 1967, that
at least many areas of the other lslands
are clean. To say the shore is “littered
with garbage” is not true. The beaches
are clean and bare.

Frequent trips to Antelope Island this
year have confirmed the fact that there
is no pollution stink apparent around the
island. Near the water, one is conscious
of a somewhat acrid odor, which is un-
usual but not too unpleasant. This is
thought to be caused by the brine fiy,
and is known to all Utahans as “the smell
of the lake.” I do not find this faintly
pungent odor offensive. Nor did the hun-
dreds of thousands of people who visited
Saltair in its prime.

Any native Utahans who described
swimming in the lake as being akin to im-
mersion in a septic tank did not speak
from personal experience or knowledge.
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Today, the waters of the lake are clear,
although salt laden, and are less polluted
than they were when thousands daily
swam from the bathing piers of Saltair,
the area’s most celebrated resort. The
lake is cleaner; not more polluted.
Shortly, we may be able to say that no
untreated waste water flows into the lake.

Getting back to the 1959 Park Service
investigation, it was noted that the fall-
ing water level has left famed Saltair
high and dry. And the report said:

The beaches and boat harbor were un-
attractive and an atmosphere of apathy and
decay prevails over much of the area.

But nowhere did it state that the
beaches were littered with foreign ob-
jects. Moreover, the report also said this:

An excellent overall impression of the area
was gained from an airplane flight over the
lake,

The report identifies the areas which
the reconnaissance team visited on the
ground as: Stansbury Island, the two
bathing beaches, Garfield boat harbor,
Saltair, Farmington Bay and Ogden Bay
State Bird Refuges, Bear River Migra-
tory Bird Refuge, Promontory Point,
Willard Bay, and Antelope Island,

It is true that a large smelting opera-
tion is located along a portion of the
south shore of the lake, and that noxious
odors sometimes emerge from that. And
large quantities of smelter slag are piled
not far from the shore. Moreover, on
other portions of the shore, extensive de-
velopments are proceeding which will
make it possible to take great tonnages
of metals and chemicals from the brines.
But such industrial development is hard-
ly new to important bodles of water in
the United States. Moreover, it is not
unsightly or malodorous and it is remote
from Antelope Island. It must be recog-
nized that on a lake of the size of this
one, the shores will be utilized for many
purposes. The significant point is that
there has been rapid progress in improv-
ing the area in the past decade, The lake
is not only both scenic and interesting
but affords potential industrial develop-
ment.

It is regreftable that Mr, Tiede did not
have an opportunity to study the facts
and personally to observe more of the
shoreline and surrounding areas.

FIREARMS LEGISLATION

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, re-
cently an article on the subject of the
pending firearms legislation was pub-
lished in the Denver Post. The article,
written by Mr. Dick Thomas, is entitled
“Gun Laws Challenged—Debate Heated
on Congressional Firearms Control
Measures.”

The article is a good example and, I
believe, is representative of the serious-
ness with which the citizens of my own
State view proposed tight Federal Gov-
ernment restrictions on firearms.

Mr. Thomas questions, as did I in my
testimony before the subcommittee ear-
lier this year, the overemphasis on the
part of the strong gun control advocates
of a direct causal relationship between
gun control and crime reduction.

In writing of the abuses by some of the
use of firearms, he points out
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These misused firearms total four-tenths
of 1 per cent of all privately owned firearms
in the United States if one assumes the total
is 30 million, and that is probably low.

So the federal legislation is aimed equally
at 90.6 per cent of the guns owned by people
who respect the law as well as that fraction
of 1 per cent that are used by criminals.

One of the things that have concerned
me the most about the administration
and Dodd proposals is well brought out
by his statement that:

The disturbing thing about the bills is
that they put virtually the same restrictions
on sporting rifles and shotguns that they do
on pistols and revolvers—the most common
type of firearms used in crime,

Mzr. President, this is one of the finer
and more equitable newspaper presenta-
tions of the firearms picture that I have
seen. It serves also to place in perspec-
tive some of the “guns are bad” philoso-
phy of the administration and Dodd bills.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

GunNs Laws CHALLENGED—DEBATE HEATED ON
CONGRESSIONAL FIREARMS CONTROL MEASURES

(By Dick Thomas)

An estimated 100,000 deer and elk hunters
swarmed into the Colorado Rockles two weeks
ago in an annual pilgrimage that pumps mil-
lions of dollars into the state's economy.

These men and women, engaged in the
most common lawful use of firearms, tote a
variety of ordnance that ranges from junk
military rifies hardly safe to fire to expensive
$300~3400 outfits that cost their owners
another 40 cents every time they pull the
trigger.

And some of them-—usually through what
amounts to criminal negligence—shoot other
hunters. At the time this was written six
such deaths had already been recorded.

This year's hunting season came at a time
when the Johnson administration and a gag-
gle of Eastern lawmakers are making a con-
certed effort to enact one of the most all-
encompassing firearms control bills ever be-
fore Congress.

President Lyndon B. Johnson, a deer
hunter himself, observed recently that the
pending legislation would “reach into every
home in the land.”

Like most politiclans he probably over-
stated his case, but the baslc idea is there.

President Johnson, appearing at the T4th

annual meeting of the International Associa-
tion of Chiefs of Police, was urging support
for Senate Bill 1, which Sen. Thomas Dodd,
D-Conn., has been trying to steer through
Congress in one form or another for seven
years.
Its cosponsors and most vocal proponents
include two brothers of a slain president,
Sens. Robert P, Kennedy, D-N.¥., and Ed-
ward M. Kennedy, D-Mass. Practically all the
sponsors come from areas of heavy popula-
tions and high crime rates—New York, Miami,
Boston, Philadelphia, Honolulu.

Ten state legislatures have gone on record
as opposing the Dodd bill. They include
Pennsylvania, Louisiana, Arkansas, Alabama,
Michigan, Montana, Alaska, Kansas and two
states that Lyndon Johnson knows well—
Oklahoma and Texas.

It has been estimated that 80 million to 50
million Americans own one or more firearms,
and a great many of them look upon that
ownership as a part of Amerlcan tradition
dating back to pre-revolutionary times,

Frequently one of these gun Amer-
icans shoots himself or another, accidentally
or with criminal intent.

There were 2,600 accidental deaths in the
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United States last year from careless use of
firearms and explosives, the National Safety
Council said. About 800 victims were hunters,
and more than 400 of them were killed by
shotguns while in pursuit of small game.

There were 53,000 automobile deaths in the
same period, 20,000 in falls, 7,900 in fires and
7,000 by drowning, Firearms and explosives
death, meantime, were at the same level
they were in the period 1913-1922, when the
country’s population was about half what it
is today.

Thus the death rate rate per 100,000 Amer-
icans from careless firearms handling has
shrunk from 2.5 then to 1.1 in several recent
years. The 1962 total of 2,092 was the lowest
in a half century.

There has been a marked decline in such
deaths since the early 1930s, the National
Safety Council sald, with the most dramatic
downturn coming in the years since World
War II when millions of American men
have been trained in firearms use.

More than 100,000 Americans a year use
their own gun or someone else’s in the com-
mission of a crime. Some of them, Charles
Whitman’s shooting spree from the bell
tower on the University of Texas campus at
Austin, for Instance, are dramatic proof of
what a hunting rifie can do in criminal
hands.

For reasons such as this, Justice Depart-
ment officials and many police administra-
tors support the Dodd bill and its counter-
part in the House sponsored by Rep. Emanuel
Celler, D-N.X.

But this writer, for one, wonders whether
the sponsoring officials really have a legiti-
mate case against the guns themselves,

This writer is8 a gun owner, a hunter, a
target shooter and a member of the National
Rifle Assoclation (NRA), but does not speak
Tor the NRA in any capacity.

This organization, with 805,000 members,
has been damned by some congressmen,
newspaper and magazine editorialists and
television commentators as a Minuteman-
style outfit opposed to any meaningful fire-
arms controls.

BOTH SIDES EXTREME

It has lately borne the brunt of criticism
from the Dodd bill supporters, one of whom,
an alde to Senator Dodd, likes to refer to “the
apes in the NRA.”

There are extremists on both sides of the
issue, however.

Despite its denials, the NRA does constitute
a very powerful lobby in Congress. Thirty
congressmen are members. And two of its
timeworn arguments against what it feels are
harmful firearms controls are just that—
time worn,

One is that the U.S. Constitution guar-
antees the right to keep and bear arms. This
is true up to a point, but reasonable restric-
tions on individual ownership have been
upheld in many court decisions.

Another is that registration laws lead to
situations where authorities could selze
every gun in the land, Action by author-
itles following the recent military coup in
Greece and the Nazi armies’ selzures in oc-
cupied countries during World War II are
cited as proof.

These arguments aside, NRA policy on fire-
arms controls, which many opinionmakers
have never bothered to read or choose to
ignore, can be found on page 17 of the May
1967 issue of its official publication:

“l. Amend the National Firearms Act by
banning so-called ‘destructive devices’ such
as antitank guns, bazookas and rockets.

“2. Strengthen state firearms regulations
by providing federal cooperation at the in-
terstate level.

“3. Increase penalties for crimes in which
firearms are used.

“4, Ban all handgun sales to minors and
require sworn statements of eligibility to buy
and own pistols from buyers seeking hand-
guns by mail order.”
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Those principles seem pretty clear. To the
NRA's critics they are not nearly enough.

Robert Sherrill, a reporter for The Nation
who had an article in the New York Times
three weeks ago, urges that every firearm
buyer be investigated down to finding out
whether he or she is involved in a “passionate
divorce case,” and adds, in what the trade
calls a sweeping generalization:

“The police chiefs of most of the nation's
major cities would approve safeguards of this
type.”

CRIME IN STREETS

Even though he supports something a lot
stronger than the Dodd bill, Sherrill opines
that President Johnson is trying to draw at-
tention away from the increasingly embar-
rassing Vietnam war with his domestic
“crime in the streets' issue and:

“Nothing would please him more than to
be able to sweep into the 1968 campaign wav-
ing a gun-control law, approved by Congress,
to show he means business.”

The Atlanta Constitution editorialized in
September that “during the 13 months since
this legislation was (most recently) intro-
duced, guns were involved in 6,500 murders
in this country, 10,000 suicides, 2,600 acei-
dental deaths, 43,500 aggravated assaults and
50,000 robberies.”

These figures, supplied by President John-
son, total 122,600.

In other words, firearms during those 13
months were used in 122,600 crimes—an
amount equal to 3.77 per cent of all major
crimes reported in 1966 by the FBI in its
Uniform Crime Report.

These misused firearms total four-tenths
of 1 per cent of all privately owned firearms
in the United States if one assumes the total
is 80 million, and that is probably low.

So the federal legislation is almed equally
at 99.6 per cent of the guns owned by people
who respect the law as well as that fraction
of 1 per cent that are used by criminals.

There are any number of scare tactlcs
used by supporters of the Dodd-Celler bills
to make what they call the “easy avallability
of guns"” seem the dominant factor in the
nation's rising crime rate.

LIST OF FACTORS

No such conclusion was drawn in the FBI's
Uniform Crime Report last year.

Among the factors it listed as affecting the
amount and types of crimes committed were
population density, composition and stabil-
ity; climate and seasons; economie, educa-
tional, recreational and religious factors;
public attitudes toward law enforcement;
the strength, standards and efficlency of local
police departments; and policies of prosecut-
ing attorneys and courts in local jurisdic-
tions.

If guns were that important the FBI
surely would have mentioned them.

The FBI report does note that “the over-all
crime rate increase in 1966 was attributable
for the most part to the continuing upward
climb of crimes against property”—cate-
gories in which weapons of any kind are
rarely involved.

The reported 10 per cent increase in mur-
ders includes justifiable homiclides and all
cases filed by police in which “willful killing
without due process” was involved. It doesn’t
take into account those cases dismissed for
lack of prosecution or those which ended in
acquittal.

This particular statistic led to a Look
magazine article entitled “The Shocking Rise
in Murders" which again hit at the “easy
availability of guns.”

The NRA and its allles in Congress have
always taken the view that firearms con-
trols should be enacted that would impose
stiffer penalties for the criminal use of guns.

The organization supported, in 1934,

e of the National Firearms Act which
prohibits machineguns, sawed-off shotguns
and other weapons that were then in the
arsenals of Depression-era gangsters.
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It also supported enactment in 1938 of
the Federal Firearms Act, which regulates
interstate shipment and importation of all
firearms and ammunition.

The Dodd-Celler bills state that there is “a
causal relationship between the easy avall-
abllity of firearms and criminal behavior.”
This absurd statement is not even borne out
by the figures supplied by President Johnson
and FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover.

According to testimony before congres-
sional committees, scores of shooting clubs,
wildlife and sportsmen’s assoclations and
state game and fish departments feel Dodd
and Celler are trying to swat a fly with a
sledgehammer.

RESTRICTIONS RATED SEVERE

The disturbing thing about the bills is
that they put virtually the same restrictions
on sporting rifles and shotguns that they
do on pistols and revolvers—the most com-
mon type of firearms used in crime.

Severe restrictions would be placed on sur-
plus military weapons, thousands of which
are used as is or converted to sporting rifies
by hunters.

This certainly couldn’'t hurt Senators
Dodd and the Kennedys with some of their
more powerful constituents. Every major
firearms manufacturer in the United States,
save two, is located in Massachusetts, Con-
necticut and New York.

Yet the New England armsmakers also op-
pose the Dodd-Celler bills as too restrictive.

The State and Defense Departments, un-
der the Mutual Security Act of 1954, may
limit imports of arms, ammunition and
“destructive devices"—the bazookas, anti-
tank guns and other heavy ordnance items
that NBC-TV made such a big thing of in
& program titled “Whose Right to Bear
Arms?”

Congress now is being asked to do legisla-
tively what the administration has failed to
do administratively. One Democratic con-
gressman who doesn’t like that aspect of
the bills is Rep. Robert Casey of Houston,
Tex.

DENVER INCIDENT CITED

“I—for one—am getting just a bit tired
of this Congress being made the whipping
boy for failure of these departments to act
under the ample authority granted in exist-
ing law,” he told the House Judiciary Com-
mittee,

A textbook example of such fallures to
enforce existing law occurred in Denver five
years ago.

There is a city ordinance that requires any
gun purchaser to fill out an information form
provided by the dealer, which 1s then turned
over to police for an after-the-fact back-
ground check of the buyer.

One man who provided that information
was Michael John Bell, then 26, and now on
death row at the State Penitentiary in Canon
City.

Like most felons who wind up killing a
policeman, Bell had a long criminal history.

Twice a parolee from the Kansas State
Industrial Reformatory at Hutchinson and
once an escapee from the Kansas Peniten-
tiary at Lansing, he was returned to Lansing
in late 1968 on concurrent sentences of 5-15
and 1-6 years for auto theft and escape.

Officials at the prison rated his chance for
rehabilitation as “very doubtful.” But he was
a good conduct prisoner and won his parole
on May 3, 1962. This was 13 years after his
first trouble with the law.

In Denver the following August Bell bought
an Itallan-made .32 automatic and signed his
own name to the dealer’s information form.
Two weeks went by before Denver police
came across the information.

The following day, Sept. 7, the State Parole
Division was notified. At this point Bell had
already violated Colorado law regarding pos-
session of firearms by felons and the terms
of his Kansas parole.

He was reporting regularly to a Colorado
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parole officer, John D. Stanley, under the
terms of the Interstate Parole Compact. It
was three days, however, before Bell's regu-
lar visit to Stanley was due. He wasn't
brought in sooner even though it was now
known he had a gun.

On Sept. 10 Stanley questioned him about
it. Bell said he had sent it to a sister in
Kansas.

If that were true, it would have been a
clear violation of the Federal Firearms Act.
Nevertheless Stanley let Bell go.

Two days later Bell pumped four bullets
from a .38 revolver into Patrolman Carl Ber-
nard Enobbe, 839, when the officer caught up
with him after a Colorado Blvd. service sta-
tion robbery. Bell had bought the .38 after
his visit to the parole office.

KILLERS HAVE RECORDS

A seven-year analysis of 335 police mur-
ders by the FBI shows 76 per cent of the 442
suspects arrested in the killings had been pre-
viously arrested on eriminal charges.

Thirty per cent—Bell was one of them—
were on parole at the time they killed police-
men.

“The problem, gentlemen,"” said Represent-
ative Casey, “is crime—and the criminal, It is
particularly the repeat offender who uses fire-
arms to rob, rape, assault and murder.”

The Dodd-Celler bills would:

Ban all mail-order sales of pistols, rifles
and shotguns to individuals. Rural Ameri-
cans for instance, would no longer be allowed
to buy a shotgun out of the Sears or Mont-
gomery Ward catalog. Nor could a Lee Harvey
Oswald buy an assassination rifle from
Elein's in Chicago.

Severely 1imit imports, including a man’s
right to bring back into this country a rifie
he had previously taken out. He would have
to establish to the satisfaction of the Treas-
ury Department that it is, in fact, the same
gun, This ralses endless possibilities for a per-
son who drives out of the United States into
Canada, then into Alaska to hunt, and back
through Canada to the contiguous states
after the hunt.

Make it a federal crime to go into another
state, buy a gun and bring it back home. If
there 1s a law in your own state or a local
ordinance at home that prohibits such im-
ports. Thus If a Cheyenne resident came to
Denver to buy a gun not available at home
and there was a Cheyenne ordinance against
his buying it, he would be subject to a federal
charge whether or not he was aware of the
local ordinance. No one would be able to buy
a handgun except in his own state.

Give the Treasury Department broad dis-
cretionary powers in formulating regulations
to implement the act.

End all sales of surplus U.S. government
small arms and ammunition to members of
NRA-affillated shooting clubs. (More than
500 of these clubs are exclusively for police-
men and law enforcement officers.)

MANY BILLS OFFERED

The National Rifle Association is on record
many times In support of federal legislation
to cover such men as the Appalachian mob-
sters or a Michael John Bell.

There is no question that an illegal fire-
arms traffic exists and that it contributes to
crime, but not nearly in the proportions that
Dodd-Celler bill supporters would like us to
believe.

There is no question either, if recent opin-
ion polls are accurate, that many present gun
owners would not object to reasonable con-
trols. But the kind of controls is the govern-
ing factor.

Organized sportmen’s groups and the NRA
don't want the kind that New York has, or
that New Jersey recently enacted or that
Philadelphla recently passed in ordinance
form.

Anyone lucky encugh to get a gun permit
in New York—Iit takes months of time and a
$20 application fee—subjects himself to pe-
riodic police visits to his home to “inspect”
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the firearm. He pays a $10 annual renewal
fee for the license.

And if he wants to hang grandpa’s old
shotgun over the mantel in the den, he better
do it while grandpa's still alive. When he
dies his guns will be seized and dumped in
the ocean, They are forbidden to become
part of his estate.

Advocates of the Dodd-Celler bills like to
say a gun's primary purpose is to kill (true)
and the implication is there that its only
purpose is to kill people (false). Millions of
them are never used that way.

The whole issue has gotten out of perspec-
tive.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR SMATHERS
BEFORE ALUMNI OF UNIVERSITY
OF MIAMI LAW SCHOOL

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, there
has been much public controversy over
our role in the Vietnam war. Indeed, we
have seen the dissent over our conduct of
the war reach unprecedented heights in
this country.

My colleague, the distinguished junior
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
addressed himself to the problem of dis-
sent in a speech he delivered to the
alumni of the University of Miami Law
School. Appropriately, his remarks were
made on November 11, 1967, Veterans
Day, which we used to call Armistice Day.

Because I believe that my colleague’s
exceedingly capable comments on that
occasion are of value to this body, I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrD,
as follows:

SPEECH BY SENATOR GEORGE A, SMATHERS TO
UNIVERSITY OF MI1aM1 Law ScHOOL ALUMNI,
NoveMBER 11, 1967
The serious problem that dissenters pre-

sent to American soclety should concern all

of us as lawyers and as American citizens.

One distinguished lawyer, Lewis F. Pow-
ell, Jr., of Richmond, former president of
the American Bar Association, thinks that
the epidemic of dissent today is almost a
prelude to revolution.

I concur that dissent has reached ridicu-
lous proportions and that many people are
unaware of the consequences of their actions.

Some clergymen today are openly counsel-
ing young people to ignore the draft laws.

Some professors have come out for the
preposterous stand that it is permissible to
ignore or disobey what they believe *unjust
laws.”

Fortunately, even the Supreme Court has
recognized the folly of this kind of conduct.

As Justice Black pointed out in 1966, “The
crowd moved by noble ideals today, can be
the mob ruled by hate and passion, and
greed and violence tomorrow . . ."”

In other words, dissenters have forgotten
that this is a Nation built upon the rule of
law.

And they forget all too conveniently that
the law is their protection and shield. They
are unwilling to realize that when they toler-
ate a growing atmosphere of lawlessness, they
endanger that prospective bulwark, which
shields them.

But, the law does not now—and should
never—proscribe peoples’ right to discuss,
cuss, critlcize, or dissent, and today we see
these rights being exercised to the fullest.

There is raging throughout our land an
acrimonious debate as to whether this Na-
tion's stand in Vietnam is the right one.

And, as the bombing escalates, as an ever-
Increasing number of targets are hit, as more
and more of our jet planes are shot down, as
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the casualties mount, and as the unpleasant
threat of a tax increase to finance the war
crowds around us, the anguished cries of
doubt and dissent grow louder.

Criticism of policy, and even personal
abuse, is being directed at those, who, under
our constitution bear the clear and final re-
sponsibility for our actions in foreign policy,
generally, and in Vietnam, specifically.

And, yet, those who disagree with our pol-
icles and express their dissents have an un-
questioned right to speak out, to criticize, to
disagree, for that is guaranteed under ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States.

It is axiomatic that freedom of speech is
one of the basic rights of free men, and it
should always be.

But, as I see it, the question facing Amer-
icans today ls not whether one has the right
and the privilege to dissent, but rather,
whether those who exercise that right, with
respect to our policies in Vietnam, help or
hurt the national interests of their country.

The Constitution clearly sets forth all of
our fundamental rights but for every one of
those rights, there is, I belleve, a concurrent
duty to exercise that right as responsible,
intelligent and prudent citizens.

All lawyers remember the classic remark
of Justice Holmes when he said that free.
dom of speech does not confer upon a man
the right to walk into a crowded theater and
scream fire. For to do so would obviously en-
danger the lives and rights of others and
would be an act of irresponsibility.

In this same vein, those who exercise the
right of dissent with respect to Vietnam
must ask themselves as responsible citlzens
several questions.

Is this criticlsm and dissent contributing
to the hest interest of our Nation?

Is this dissent directly or indirectly en-
dangering the lives and well-being of
others? For example does it help or hurt
our soldiers, airmen, and Marines, who are
in Vietnam, performing a duty thrust upon
them by the requirements of their Govern-
ment?

In trying to analyze where one’s rights of
dissent should be self-curtalled, by an
equally well developed sense of responsibil-
ity and prudence, it might be helpful to
examine briefly the facts regarding our in-
volvement in Vietnam.,

It is accurate to say that we are in Viet-
nam because of a program and policy first
outlined by President Harry Truman in
1947 when he said, and I quote, “I believe
that it must be the policy of the United
Btates to support free peoples who are re-
sisting attempted subjugation by armed
minorities, or by outside pressures.”

That policy came to be known as the pol-
icy of contalnment—containment of ag-
gressive communism,

That policy has been upheld by every
President of the United States since 1947
and by at least 95% of the Members of the
United States Congress.

I recall vividly, as I am sure many of you
do, that President Kennedy, speaking on
the Capitol steps in his inaugural address
in 1961 said, and I quote, “America is will-
ing to pay any price, bear any burden,
meet any hardship, support any friend, op-
pose any foe, In order to assure the sur-
vival and success of liberty.”

That announcement on that day was
applauded and approved by all; including
those who are today vociferously criticizing
that same policy.

It was the beginning of the policy of con-
talnment that led us to send General Van
Fleet of Bartow, Florida, and many of our
men, to fight shoulder-to-shoulder with
Greek patriots in order to save Greece from
encroaching communism.

It was that policy which put our men,
our power, our money, into Turkey and
thereby saved Turkey from communism.
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It was that policy which gave birth to the
Marshall plan by which we committed over
$60 billion of American money to save
Europe from communism,

It was that policy which nurtured the
NATO treaty which today requires us to
keep over a guarter million troops in Eu-
rope at an annual cost to American tax-
payers of over $7 billion, all for the pur-
pose of guaranteeing the freedom of Eu-
rope, against the 90 divisions of Commu-
nist troops which are quartered just inside
the Iron Curtain.

It was that policy of contalning aggressive
and expanding communism—(which has
worked out so well in Europe—) that led
us into a defense of Korea in 1950.

And, even when the armistice was signed
in that war, the then President, General
Eisenhower, pledged this country to a mu-
tual security treaty which required us to
defend Korea agailnst further aggression.
Remember the United States Congress rati-
fied overwhelmingly that pledge of secu-
rity with only one no vote. We have today
over 50,000 of our soldiers in Korea, and it
is that 50,000, which restrains the Red Chi-
nese from plunging across the 38th parallel
to take all of Korea.

In 1954, when the French were driven out
of what was then known as French Indochina
and suffered a defeat at Dienblenphu, it be-
came clear to those who were “Asia watch-
ers” that without the French in the area,
the Chinese Communists would move east-
ward and southward, and inexorably, take
over all of that vast area of the world, with
some 300 million people—if they were
allowed to move unchecked.

John Foster Dulles, our then Secretary
of State, belleved as did President Eisen-
hower and practically all of the Members
of Congress in the valldity of the policy of
containment.

And, so, we entered into a treaty In 1954
with seven other countries in Southeast
Asia, the terms of which provided that if
any one of the countries needed help from
any one of the other countries that help
must be provided. This came to be known as
the SEATO pact.

It was ratified by the U.S. Senate by a vote
of 82 to 1. Again, I remind you that some
who speak out most vehemently against our
actions in Vietnam today were the leaders
in getting the SEATO treaty with its con-
tracts and commitments accepted by the
U. S. Senate.

The then Government of South Vietnam
was under control of a Catholic monarch
by the name of Diem. He called upon this
government for assistance in his fight
against, not only communism within his
own country, but that from North Vietnam.
It was President Eisenhower's declsion—
once again approved by the leaders of the
Congress—that we should send assistance
and ald and provide military advisors.

In 1961, when President EKennedy came
into power, there were less than 2,000 mili-
tary advlsors in South Vietnam, but be-
cause of the Increasing pressurezs of the
Communists, Diem asked for additional
asslstance—and President Kennedy, with
the approval of the Congress, upped the
number of military advisors to well over
19,000.

Thereafter, when President Johnson came
in in 1963, it is only falr to state that he
inherited an already sticky, messy and
unwanted problem.

As the stakes have been raised and the
pressure built-up by the Communists, we
have responded with the necessary men and
madterials.

In 1964, when our ships were operating
in the Gulf of Tonkin and fired upon by
North Vietnamese PT boats, our people were
so outraged that the Senate Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee brought out the Tonkin
Resolution which not only recommitted
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our Nation to the principle of providing
assistance to small countries who asked for
assistance, but it also authorized the Pres-
ident of the United States to use such forces
as he deemed necessary in order to protect
the integrity of South Vietnam, and ad-
vance our own national interest.

This resolution was adopted by a vote of
88 to 2, it was applauded by the press and
the people of the Nation.

And, so, In 1966 and 1967, war goes on—
it has gotten difficult.

It has begun to cost more in money and
lives than we thought, and it is now that
some—upon further reflection—think we
should adopt other courses and policies.

Thus, we have criticism and dissent. Some
from the left—some from the right—most
from general frustrations.

Disraell once sald—"It is easier to be
critical than to be correct.”

Those who have the responsibility of de-
cision making cannot afford to be critical.
They must be constructive.”

The proposed solutions by those who do
not have responsibility range all the way
from dropping the atomic bomb, on the one
hand, to abject total withdrawal on the
other.

I don't have time here this morning to go
into these various proposals, but suffice it to
say that there is no man in the United
States, and possibly none in the world, who
has as much desire to see us get out of
South Vietnam as does the President of the
United States.

For this President knows one thing above
all else, that his reputation as a President,
that his mark in history will be made, on
how well or how satisfactorily, he can bring
the war in Vietnam to an honorable solu-
tlon.

And, it has been because of his desire for
this type of honorable, negotiated settle-
ment that we have seen five bombing pauses,
none of which resulted in anything other
than a build-up by the other side; 28 direct
approaches to negotiate; at least one per-
sonal letter to Ho Chi Minh from our Presi-
dent—rejected out-of-hand efforts by the
British to reconvene the Geneva Conference;
efforts to get the U.N. to act—an unbeliev-
able variety of other approaches—none of
which have succeeded.

The old expression used to be “it takes two
to tango.”

I might add it also takes two to negotiate.
It takes some willingness on both sides to
sit down and talk, if, there is to be a con-
ference.

But not we, nor our allies, can get any
cooperation in this field of negotiation.

Why? Because they say they are going to
win. Yes win,

Yet at this point, the Communists know
they cannot win a military victory.

But they remember how they beat the
French in 1954.

They remember that they actually won
back home; when the French people, tired
of the exertions; the loss of lives; the ex-
penditures of money; and then the battle of
Dienbienphu; allowed all the resolve to drain
out of them, and they simply quit.

I don't know of any responsible person in
America who wants that to happen to us—
and, I am here today to say it won’t.

We have now unmistakenly proven they
cannot win militarily, and by the same token
that we can.

However, our policy Is not to beat any-
body. We don't want anyone else’'s land, or
to capture any peoples or to increase our
obligations anywhere. We merely want to live
up to our commitment and to save South
Vietnam for whatever course it chooses to
follow,

Therefore, we have a policy of limited war-
fare; limited in order not to provide the
Soviet Union or Red China with any easy
excuse to become participants in Vietnam,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

But at the same time to keep pressure
mounting on the Communists—to where
they will see no future in fighting—only
choice to negotiate.

So what does the hue and cry of the dis-
senters here at home do?

Well, frankly, it hits a devastating blow
at our policy.

The news media invarlably give wide ven-
tilation and publicity to those who criticize
their country’s leadership and its policies.

Each dissent is quickly disseminated to
the Communist capitals throughout the
world.

I wish I had time to show you recent clip-
pings from the Communist press comment-
ing upon speeches by Members of Congress
who have criticized our Nation’s policy.

This criticism—this dissent, and the man-
ner in which it is misrepresented and manip-
ulated by the Communist propagandists,
encourages the North Vietnamese to think
that they are winning.

Just last week, Radio Hanoi announced it
was forming a ‘“peoples’ committee” to work
with Americans in demanding that the
United States Government put an end to its
“aggressive war in Vietnam."

All during the same week, statements from
Hanoi and Peking pald glowing tribute to
riots and demonstrations in American citles.

During the march on Washington, the
China News Agency commented that “‘John-
son himself was so seized with fear that he
stayed in the White House all day. . . .”

Hardly a speech is made or an editorial
written that is not picked up by the Commu-
nist propaganda mill.

For instance, the Hanol radio has mis-
quoted both Senator MeceCarthy and Sena-
tor Case to claim that there was open and
widespread revolt on all college campuses
throughout the U.S.

This encourages Ho Chi Minh to state pub-
lecly and repeatedly that there will be no
settlement in Vietnam; that the only solu-
tion is a complete and total capitulation by
TU.S. and our allies.

He believes that our people are rapidly
losing patience; that we are divided:; that we
are losing heart—and we will withdraw and
surrender—one way or another—if they just
keep fighting. General Giap sald “Americans
have no patience. Their morale is lower than
the grass.”

A few weeks ago, Premier Pham Van Dong
of North Vietnam described American anti-
war demonstrators “as companions in arms.
The Vietnamese people thank their friends
in America and wish them great success in
their mounting movement.” And so it goes!

I was heartened two weeks ago when a new
group entered into the debate, President
Eisenhower, President Truman, General
Omar Bradley, Lewls Strauss, Senator Paul
Douglas, and many other distinguished
Americans, to counterbalance, as they sald,
the volces of dissent. They were disturbed by
the fact that the Communists were misread-
ing, and misrepresenting our dissenters.

So, surely we have the right to dissent and
we will protect that right even to the extent
that it becomes a march on the Pentagon,
or burning draftcards or spitting on the flag.

The question each individual must declde
for himself is where does his individual
right to dissent come in confiict with his
responsibility to not hurt the long-range
best interests of his country?

In the State of North Carolina, they have
a sign on their highways, on which is printed
only a five-letter word. Its letters spell

The State Bureau of Roads in North Caro-
lina tells me that these signs have reduced
to a significant degree the number of acci-
dents; the numbers of speeders; and the
number of mistakes in judgment by motor-
ists.

That word “think" is a good word for many
occasions.
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It seems to me it 1s a particularly appro-
priate word for the situation in which we
now find ourselves.

For we Americans are an impetuous and
impatient people. We have never been known
to sit back and wait, for we like action. We
are outspoken; we are spontaneous. We want
solutions to all of our problems and we want
them now.

Yet, I know of no citizen who wants to
directly or indirectly make the job that our
leaders, and our boys are doing in Vietnam
more difficult. I know that our citizens are
loyal and patriotic to the core, but, it does
seem to me that in this critical and difficult
situation in which we, as a Nation, find our-
selves, the time has come for us before speak-
ing, In criticism or dissent—to stop—to
pause—and remember this phrase: “think.”

ADDRESS BY SENATOR TYDINGS
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
TIONS BEFORE SOUTHERN GOV-
ERNORS CONFERENCE

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, there is
growing awareness of the need for States
to regain their position of more equal
and responsible partners in our Federal
system of government.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Maryland recently discussed the role and
problems of the States in a speech to
the Southern Governors Conference.

I wish to commend Senator TypINGS
for his interest in Federal-State rela-
tions, and his concern for the future
performance of State governments.

In his remarks, Senator Typines re-
futed the popular myths that the Fed-
eral Government has stolen power from
State governments, and that Federal
taxes have dried up the financial re-
sources of the States.

He went on to describe the need for
modernization of State government ad-
ministrative structures and of outdated
restraints on the performance of the
Governors, as well as the need for re-
vision of State constitutions, improved
pay for State employees, and other im-
provements.

Senator Typmnes’ remarks were of
special interest to me because of our con-
tinuing review of the Federal system in
the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental
Relations. I ask unanimous consent that
his remarks be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

STATES AT THE CROSSROADS: THEIR FUTURE IN
OUR FEDERAL SYSTEM

(Address by Senator Josepr D. Typings to

the Opening Session of the Southern Gov-

ernors Conference, Asheville, N.C., Septem-~

ber 11, 1967)

DECLINE OF THE STATES

I am pleased to have been asked to address
this conference session on “Federal-State
Relations,” because I belleve we are at a
critical crossroads in the development of our
national governmental structures, We have
experienced a long period of growth in the
importance of the federal government and
a decline in the influence of the states in our
political system. Senator Dirksen suggested a
few years ago that we might soon see the day
when “the only people Interested in state
boundaries will be Rand-McNally.”

I believe that the decline of the states in
our federal system is very dangerous, buf
completely unni

The decline in the role of the states is
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dangerous because it violates the sound
prineiple of our Constitution that state gov-
ernment should stand as a shield between
the citizen and the central government.

The decline of the states as effective gov-
ernmental units also jeopardizes quick and
flexible government action to provide the
services needed at the community level, This
country is simply too big and too complex to
be administered at the local level from
Washington.

But the decline of the states need not con-
tinue if states will take advantage of the
means readily at hand to rebuild their role
as responsive and responsible units of govern-
ment. In fact, the great movement toward
redressing the state-federal balance has al-
ready begun In some of our states: not by
enacting sterile writs attempting to annul
the changes time brings in our national life,
but by the much more difficult and infinitely
more productive route of modernizing the
machinery and methods of state government
to meet the challenges of this closing third of
the twentieth century.

Because I ardently believe the states can
save themselves iIf only they will modernize, I
want to talk to you briefly about what one
U.S. SBenator, who spent six years in his own
state legislature, thinks the states can and
must do to regain their place in the federal
system.

MYTHS AEOUT FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS

Let us at the outset dispense with two
popular myths which can only obstruct a
rational and effective revival of the state role
in the federal system.

The first, phoniest, yet most frequently
perpetuated myth is that the federal govern-
ment in Washington has somehow “stolen”
state government powers. If only the federal
government would dismantle itself, this myth
has it, the states will rise again.

The truth is that the states have ceased to
function as effective partners In the federal
system primarily because too many states too
frequently have simply refused to function
at all to meet the increasingly complex and
costly public problems of their citizens. As
the British learned during our own Colonial
history, when a government ceases to respond
to the needs of those it governs, those citizens
will sooner or later simply shove it aside.

There is no inescapable logic of history or
economics which makes education, air and
water pollution, urban renewal, mass transit,
housing, medlcal care, or adequate law en-
forcement the concern of the federal govern~
ment. But in the first year I served in the
Senate, Congress enacted programs in all
these areas. We did not vote for these meas-
ures because we covet more power for Wash-
ington. The hard fact is that our con-
stituents—who are your constituents too—
were demanding action to meet these prob-
lems; and the states, for the most part, had
failed to act.

Those who criticize “Washington” for in-
terfering with “States rights" should first
consider whether the federal government
would have acted at all if the states had
fulfilled their own responsibilitlies in these
and other areas of proper state concern.

There do remain corners of America in
which demagogues can gain office simply by
playing on fears of “Big Government” and
*“Washington Bureaucrats,” but there are few
places where it is a liabllity to have voted
for the federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, the federal Air and Water
Pollution Control Act, or any of the rest of
the score of programs the federal Congress
has recently enacted to meet problems most
states have simply refused to face up to.

Political leaders in a healthy democratic
system will always disagree on detalls and
sometimes on programs, but the basic con-
stant in American democratic life continues
to be that the people must be served. And

if the people of this country must by-pass
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the states and go to Washington for help,
history has abundantly demonstrated that
they will.

The federal government did not “steal”
state power. In most cases, the states just
gave it away.

A second myth which precludes rational
discussion of the balance of power in the
federal system is the notion that federal gov-
ernment has preempted all the tax dollars.
The hobgoblin of the federal money-hoarder
is frequently and falsely cited as an excuse
for state inaction on problems their citizens
then bring to Washington.

The fact is that the burden of federal taxa-
tion is no excuse for state inaction. The fed-
eral budget and taxing power simply have
not preempted either the tax resources of
the country in general or the Income tax
resources in particular. Even with the enor-
mous defense budget—swollen $30 billion
a year by the war in Vietnam—federal reserve
receipts from all sources represent a scarcely
greater percentage of the gross national prod-
uct today than at any time since World War
II. Although social security taxes have in-
creased, federal excise taxes have been cut,
and federal income taxes were reduced just
three years ago by an average of 19% on
personal incomes and 7.7% on corporate
profits. Federal personal income tax rates
are lower today than at any time since World
War II, and corporate tax rates are lower
than at any time during the past 15 years.

No doubt many states are raising all the
local revenues the tax base in use will bear.
But the tax base in too many states is pre-
dominantly property or sales, rather than
income., Thus the basic state tax structure
in many states is both regressive—hitting
especially hard those on fixed or low income
who can least afford increased taxation—and
neglectful of the most fruitful tax base—in-
come. Seventeen of our states impose no
state income taxation at all. Many of the
rest impose one which is either a flat rate
or so inadequately graduated as to be con-
sistent with neither the *“ability-to-pay”
theory of taxation or actual state financial
needs.

I do not mean to say that the states
have all the revenue potential they need to
meet the pressing problems—some even more
expensive being long neglected—they face,
Because I belleve in decentralized govern-
ment and recognize its costs, I am an advo-
cate of federal tax sharing with the states
and have introduced a tax sharing bill in
Congress. But tax sharing should supple-
ment, not reduce, a state’s own revenue effort
and, in my view, should encourage more
enlightened state taxation systems than pres-
ently exist in many states.

I am particularly impressed with the idea
of a federal tax credit for graduated state
income taxes. Such a tax sharing formula
would not only make state revenue efforts
easier, but would also encourage states to
tap the greatest and falrest tax base in the
state—the generally growing income levels
America can reasonably anticipate for the
indefinite future.

STATE GOVERNMENT REFORM

But merely finding the money will not
shake off the lethargy which has paralized
state action and fertilized the growth of
federal power. To restore their role in the
federal system, the states must shed the
antiquated administrative structures and
outdated restraints which have frequently
made urgent state governmental action un-
likely, if not impossible.

The greatest barrler to effective state gov-
ernment—malapportioned rotten-borough
state legislatures—has already been elimi-
nated. It is unfortunately symptomatic of
the abdication of state power by those en-
trusted to exercise it that reapportionment
had to come through the courts, rather than
through the state action which most state
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constitutions required and every citizen de-
served.

Reapportionment is now nearly complete.
As Governor Agnew can tell you about
Maryland’s fully reapportioned legislature,
having a legislature which accurately and
equally represents the people of a state
makes life a lot easler for a Governor who
wants to meet the needs of his state.

The second critlcal step toward revival of
state government is state constitutional re-
form. Too many state constitutions were first
drafted a century or more ago under Tom
Paine's theory that the government which
governs least governs best. These constitu-
tions straitjacket state legislative and execu-
tive authority. As a result, many states must
try to make do with horse and buggy govern-
ments in the nuclear age.

The states cannot hope to deal with mod-
ern problems when their legislatures are
constitutionally limited to short meetings,
more than half of which occur only every
two years. The states cannot hope to have
the administrative flexibility to adapt to
changing conditions as long as the state ex-
ecutive power is hamstrung with constitu-
tional and legislative provisions designed to
inhibit rather than enhance the executive's
ability to move decisively to answer state
problems.

Wholesale revision of state constitutions
is essential to revival of state influence in
the federal system. The states can never effec-
tively compete with the federal government
as long as their state governments deny
themselves the legislative and executive flexi-
bility the federal Constitution has always
provided for the national government.

The states must also eliminate the non-
constitutional handicaps under which they
labor, such as non-competitive salary scales
and inadequate facilities for legislators and
state officers and employees. If industry pay
scales draw off the best talent from the pub-
lic service, the public business, like any
business, will suffer for it. Many highly
motivated civil servants have labored long
and hard in the public’s vineyard at the in-
adequate levels of pay. But as they retire,
and as the demands on state government; re~
quire an increase in its size, the calibre of
state officials and employees will be refiected
in the salary scales pald.

Furthermore, the cobwebs of archale ad-
ministrative and legislative organization
should be swept away. Most states are en-
cumbered with great numbers of boards,
commissions and agencies which were either
ill-conceived to begin with or have outlived
their useful function. The states should seek
the best modern management advice to intro-
duce maximum efficlency into their govern-
mental structures. The place to start saving
tax dollars is not by cutting essential public
programs, but by the streamlining of the
dusty administrative structures with which,
too frequently, the states try to administer
these programs.

TOWARD A NEW FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP

I recognize the practical problems which
inhibit state governmental reform. But the
crisis in state government is so serious, and
the survival of the state role so essential, that
the challenge of change must be met.

As Governor Daniel Evan of Washington
has sald:

“State Governments are ungquestionably
on trial today, If we are not willlng to pay
the price, if we cannot change where change
is required, then we have only one recourse.
And that is to prepare for an orderly transfer
of our remalning responsibilities to the
federal government."”

In large part, revitalization of state govern-
ment depends upon the will of the public
and its elected officials to make the necessary
changes. Too frequently today, state candl-
dates run on platforms of negativism and
defeat, blaming most state problems on the
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federal government, rather than pledging
Initiative and Imagination to make the
changes necessary for the states to regain
their place in the federal system. Too fre-
quently too, critics of state government rein-
force this defeatism by sneering at the states
and writing them off as effective participants
in the federal system.

I think both these groups are Wwrong,
dangerously wrong. I belleve we can make a
breakthrough to new effective federal-state
partnership in which the states play a vital
and—in most domestic matters—equal role.

The completion of legislative reapportion-
ment and the movement toward major state
constitutional reform presage a hopeful new
day for the states. But the path toward a
new federal-state partnership will not be
easy. It will require the continuing hard
work and good will of both state and federal
officials and legislators., But we can, if we
will, form a new federal-state partnership in
order to better serve those whom we both
represent—the American people.

Let us replace both spiteful sniping at the
federal government and sophisticated sneer-
ing at the states with a new spirit of con-
structive cooperation. Let us get on with the
revitalization of the states as eifective part-
ners in the federal system.

RUSSIAN SOURCE SUPPORTS
DOMINO THEORY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, it is an
unfortunate fact of time that men of
vision must often await the passage of
years before their vision and understand-
ing of events is vindicated. In the years
since the passing of John Foster Dulles
there has been a great debate in this
country about two concepts which he
advoecated and on which he made foun-
dations for U.S. foreign policy. They
were, of course, the domino theory in
Southeast Asia and massive retaliation.

Regardless of the merits or wisdom of
massive retaliation, that concept was
successful simply because our potential
attackers never really knew whether
John Foster Dulles meant what he said
or not.

The domino theory has been ridiculed
on its merits and because it had been
advocated by the Secretary of State who
was a favorite target of partisan critics.
The domino theory has been explained
by many people, and consequently has
meny interpretations. Regardless of its
precise meaning, it is very interesting to
note that the theory is held and under-
stood by some very interesting parties
and governments.

In a recent speech in the Senate, I
pointed out the efficacy of the domino
theory and offered very persuasive state-
ments from Southeast Asian leaders, men
on the scene, who have clearly and with-
out hesitation explained to the world
that China intends to pick them off one
at a time unless Red China is stopped
by a coalition of American and Southeast
Asian nations. Thus the people of Asia
believe in the domino theory.

The Chinese in various statements and
by various acts have proven that they not
only believe in the domino theory, but
they are pursuing it. Recently one of the
most influential news commentators in
the Soviet Union wrote that since 1950
Mao Tse-Tung has been pursuing a
course based almost exclusively on the
domino theory.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the British
Information Service and published in
the Salt Lake Tribune of October 23 be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks, Whether certain skeptics
in the United States believe in the domi-
no theory or not, the article clearly
shows that China does. The article, cou-
pled with the actions of Red China, cer-
tainly repudiates the attacks and ques-
tions raised by American opponents of
the domino theory.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

A BrrTisH VIEWPOINT: RUSSIAN SOURCE
SupPorTs “DoMING" THEORY

The “domino” theory—the idea that the
fall of Vietnam to the Communists would
cause other Southeast Aslan states to top-
ple—is discussed by the London Sunday Tele-
graph (Conservative). Perhaps no other po-
litical concept of our time has aroused such
derision among *progressive” thinkers, the
Telegraph says, then writes:

“But last week the domino theory received
powerful support from a rather unexpected
quarter: in an article by the most influential
of Soviet news commentators, Mr. Rostovsky,
widely known in the West under the pseudo-
nym of ‘Ernst Henrl, Writing in the Soviet
newspaper Literaturnaya Gazeta, he reveals
the existence since the 19508 of what he calls
Mao Tse Tung’s great strategic plan which
aims at no less than the conquest of the
whole of Asia, and perhaps even beyond, by
gradual stages, and the establishment of a
colossal ‘Asiatic Reich.’

“The first step would be the incorporation
of Korea and Mongolia, and of southeast Asia
in the following order: Vietnam, Cambodia,
Laos, Indonesia, Malaysia, Burma and so on.
After that the Chinese-Communists would
turn their attention to India, Soviet Central
Asla, the Middle East . . . and even farther
afield. This is exactly what President John-
son, Dean Rusk and their advisers have been
saying for so long. Would it be too much to
hope that this entirely unsolicited testimony,
coming from such an unimpeachable Com-
munist source, might make our ‘progressive’
pundits hesitate, and at least consider the
possibility that the United States may be
right?”

FEDERAL-STATE TAX SHARING

Mr., BENNETT. Mr. President, one of
the great hopes for revitalizing State
governments and cutting through the
problems presented by the alarmingly in-
ereasing profusion of Federal programs
is the proposal for Federal-State tax
sharing.

This proposal, embodied in 8. 694
whieh I am cosponsoring, would establish
a fund of an amount equal to one percent
of the aggregate taxable income reported
on individual incore tax returns for the
preceding calendar year, or the amount
appropriated to the tax-sharing fund for
the preceding fiscal year, whichever is
the greater. States will be apportioned
amounts from this fund according to
their population. Except for obvious pro-
hibitions against the use of these funds
for highway programs, state payments in
lieu of property taxes, debt service or ad-
ministrative expenses for State or local
governments, there will be no strings at-
tached to these funds.

Mr. President, my support for this
measure stems from a deep concern that
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the Federal Government is usurping
functions best handled by the States and
their political subdivisions. One of the
reasons for this usurpation is that the
Federal Government is in a better posi-
tion to obtain revenue than are State
governments.

This more advantageous position of
the Federal Government is traceable to
several causes. First, the Federal Govern-
ment's heavy entry into income tax col-
lection has made it difficult for States to
use this method of revenue gathering.
Since income tax receipts increase much
more with an expanding economy than
do the traditional State methods of sales
and property taxes, the relative position
of the States is weakened as our economy
continues to expand. Second, in their
desire to attract and hold industry, States
have become involved in mutually de-
structive low tax rate competition. Con-
sequently, all the States are hurt by
their need to compete with one another
in providing favorable tax climates.

This problem of an increasing gap be-
tween the tax base of the Federal Gov-
ernment and that of the State is made
even more alarming when we realize that
the needs which have been traditionally
and best served by the States and con-
stitutionally delegated to the States are
accelerating at a greater rate than are
those served by the Federal Government.

Mr. President, our problem is quite
simply stated. How do we get the money
from the Federal level, where it is
gathered, to the State level, where it is
needed.

Over the past two decades, Congress
has attempted to move this money from
the Federal receipts to the needs of the
States and their subdivisions via grants-
in-aid. This approach has some very real
problems.

One problem arises from the adminis-
tration of grants-in-aid. William G. Col~
man, Executive Director of the Advisory
Commission on Interzovernmental Rela-
tions, states:

The number and varlety of grant-in-ald
programs has now reached the point that in-
creasing difficulty is being encountered at
the federal level in avoiding duplication
and overlappmg among or between programs
with corresponding difficulties at the level
of state or local government. (Willlam G.
Colman, “The Role of the Federal Govern-
ment in the Design and Administration of
Intergovernmental Programs," The Annals Of
the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, May, 1965, p. 29).

Grants-in-aid suffer from the im-
mense redtape generated by overcen-
tralization, Consequently, we have the
unfortunate situation where an area’s
grants are frequently not so much de-
termined by its needs as by the ability
of one of its administrators, a man
frequently hired for this very purpose,
to find his way through the bureaucracy
and return home with the money.

Another problem which arises from
grants-in-aid greatly alarms me. This is
the ability of grants to alter the priorities
of problems which State governments
and their political subdivisions feel to be
important. Dr. Charles Adrian, a widely
recognized authority on State and local
government, alludes fo this problem. He
states:
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By reducing the marginal cost of a new
or an expanded program, & grant alters the
political agenda by increasing the priority
that that particular activity enjoys in that
particular unit of government. Not only is
the function expanded beyond what would
be the case without the grant, but it is pos-
sible the amount spent by the reciplent unit
of government will be greater than would
have been the case without the grant. The
result of this may, in some cases, be the
curtailing of other activities at the level of
government, (Charles R. Adrian, “State and
Local Government Participation in the De-
sign and Administration of Intergovernmen-
tal Programs,” Annals of American Academy
of Political and Social Science, May, 1965,
p. 39.)

Tax sharing meets the major problems
presented by grants-in-aid. It gets
money most effectively to the areas of
greatest need. It eliminates the prolifera-
tion of the maze of redtape. It leaves
priority setting to the governments
closest to the people served rather than
arbitrarily and unilaterally setting them
in Washington, D.C.

Mr. President, I feel that a basic phil-
osophical issue is involved. In a free
society, we are committed to the concept
that the people should have the final
say. It logically follows that people can
have their say most effectively in the
governmental units nearest to them. This
tax-sharing proposal brings the money to
units of government which the people
can act their will upon much more effec-
tively than upon the Federal Govern-
ment,

Some of the opposition to this pro-
posal shows an unreasoning fear of the
potential of the States and their subdi-
visions and an unreasoning faith in the
wisdom of policymakers in Washington.
Many of those opposed to this proposal
applauded reapportionment, claiming
that this would dramatically improve the
State governments. Since reapportion-
ment of most States is now a fact, I can-
not understand how these people can now
say that these reapportioned State gov-
ernments are incapable of wisely spend-
ing money gained through tax sharing.

Mr. President, I am optimistic about
the future of our States. Even now a
number of them are showing great vigor
in attacking their needs. Witness the ef-
forts of Michigan, California, New York,
and Pennsylvania. These and other
States are illustrating the capacity of
State governments to deal imaginatively
and effectively with the problems which
confront them.

Congress has the opportunity and the
responsibility of helping to put State gov-
ernments into a situation where they can
deal with their problems without being
penalized for the Federal Government’s
great advantage in taxing power. Fed-
eral-State tax sharing will be a momen-
tous step in this direction.

MANY ARE CONCERNED

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the subject of the increasing in-
volvement of activist clergymen in po-
litical affairs is a matter of great con-
cern to many persons. In this connection,
U.S. News & World Report for November
27 contains a significant article entitled
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“Militant Clergy—Critics Fire Back,”
which I believe will be of interest to Sen-
ators and other Members of Congress.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

MILITANT CLERGY—CRITICS FIRE BACK

Disquiet is deepening in U.S. churches
over the role of clergymen in the turmoil
and rebellion unfolding across the nation.

This concern was highlighted November
12 in Williamsburg, Va., when an Episcopal
minister questioned the war in Vietnam—
with President Johnson and his family sit-
ting in the congregation. Said the Rev. Cotes-
worth Pinckney Lewis:

“We are appalled that apparently this is
the only war in our history which has had
three times as many civillan as millitary
casualties. It is particularly regrettable that
to most nations of the world the struggle's
purpose appears to be neocolonialism.”

Laymen and authorities of the restored
eighteenth-century village immediately dis-
avowed support of the clergyman’s views.

One official described the sermon as being
in “exquisite bad taste,” and Governor Mills
E. Godwin, Jr.,, of Virginia apologized to the
President.

Later, Mr, Lewls said he had been “grossly
misunderstood.”

Developing “backlash.” This incident is
only the latest of many now belng reported
in city after city, as a “backlash” develops
among worshipers and clergy against the
a;:ti;ltlea of radically minded men of the
cloth.

In Milwaukee, Roman Catholic laymen
are up in arms over the activities of the Rev.
James E. Groppl, who is leading Negroes in
an open-housing drive that has brought vio-
lence—condoned by the priest—to that city.

Two Detrolt pastors dismayed their con-
gregations by offering their churches as
“sanctuaries” for draft evaders.

Even more startling was an “invasion” of
draft offices in Baltimore by four men, in-
cluding the Rev. Philip Berrigan. a Catholic
priest, and the Rev. James Mengel, a Prot-
estant minister. They poured vials of blood
over draft records—to “illustrate that, with
these files, begins the pitiful waste of Amer-
lean and Vietnamese blood.”

In Englewood, N.J., a Conservative rabbi
created a stir in his congregation when he
recently “forbade’” the members to vote
Republican because that party, he said, was
using “raclst" tactics.

“Made us suffer.”” The leading role of
clergymen in a vineyard strike prompted this
comment from an officer of the Southern
Californla Councll of Churches:

“Many persons have withdrawn their
membership In the churches because of our
participation; some have withdrawn finan-
clal support. You could say that our involye-
ment has made us suffer.”

Similar rebellion is developing over church
support being given in some citles to Saul
Alinsky, self-styled ‘“‘professional agitator”
among the poor neighborhoods. The editor of
the Episcopal magazine “Living Church”
wrote: “I don't want one nickel of my
church offering ever to find its way to any-
thing that this man Alinsky administers or
even comes near.”

A top official of the United Church of Christ
proclaimed that “revolution is our business.”
And that revolution is cutting through the
whole fabric of American society.

An article in a Protestant magagine, *The
Christian Century,” churches not
merely to condone, but to promote interracial
marriage.

Clergymen wander through “hippie” colo-
nies in San Francisco and elsewhere, pralsing
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teen-age “pot” users as the 1867 version of
the early Christians,

“New morality.,” Becoming fashionable in
seminaries is the doctrine of *“situation
ethics” which downgrades moral systems
based on firmm notions of right and wrong.
Typical of the “new morality"” being preached
by some churchmen is this statement by
Anglican Bishop John A. T. Robinson in his
best-selling book, “Honest to God"':

“Nothing can of itself be labeled as wrong.
One cannot, for instance, start from the
position that sex relations before marriage
are wrong or sinful in themselves. The only
intrinsic evil is lack of love.”

One religious-news editor commented: “It
seems you can get away with any kind of be-
havior if you call that behavior love.”

Such views represent a broad swing away
from the traditional view of the churches'
role as ministering to the individual's spir-
itual needs.

Secular movement, Today, many tradi-
tionalists are coming to see individual and
social needs as interwoven. The Rev. Dr, Billy
Graham, for instance, stated recently, “There
is one Gospel only . ., the dynamic of God
to change the individual and, through the
individual, soclety.”

Other clergymen, going further, are stating
that it is the churches' job to stir members
into discussing moral aspects of social issues
and into reaching broad conclusions of their
own.

Developing is a “new breed” of clergymen
seeking to plunge their congregations whole-
heartedly into social and even political rev-
olution. Sald the Rev. Cecil Williams, of the
Glide Memorial Methodist Church in San
Francisco:

“We go where the action is, listen with all
our might, with our guts, interpret and artic-
ulate what it is that people are trying to
say, and make darn sure we can translate
what they want into action.”

Such men were the backbone of the nation-
wide Conference on Church and Soclety held
in Detroit in recent weeks under auspices of
the National Council of Churches.

Delegates urged that not only should
churches become “sanctuaries” for draft
evaders, but that they should sponsor a 24-
hour general strike across the United States
should the Vietnam war be escalated sharply.

Turning to urban problems, the confer-
ence’s goal appeared to be that of defining a
“theology of revolution” as called for by their
best-known spokesman, Prof. Harvey Cox, of
the Harvard divinity school, who wrote the
influential book, “The Secular City."

While deploring violence in Vietnam, dele-
gates held it to be justified in “redressing
wrongs' at home, Some churchmen felt that
the “complete restructuring” of U.S. soclety
might justify the arming of snipers and in-
citement to riot. Sald a working paper:

“Detalled mobilization of church resources
must be developed to respond to confronta-
tion between the police-military arm of the
state and subjugated, robbed and excluded
populations.”

Such statements prompted this comment
from “The Christian Century,” even though
it has often sided with “activist” clergymen:

“To say, as these double-minded absolut-
ists did, that as Christians we must oppose
violence in Vietnam but use violence in the
United States, that Christlans must support
the oppressed in any conflict with the gov-
ernment, that violence can be baptized in the
name of Jesus Christ, that nothing will save
our soclety short of total revolution, is to in-
dulge in loose and irresponsible talk that is
not only unchristian, but politically stupid.”

The magazine also was critical of another
highlight of the Detroit conference—a show
arranged by the arts director of the Natlional
Counell of Churches. The show included a
film depicting, In sequence, the profile of &
couple engaged in sexual intercourse, a strip-
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per removing her clothes, and the gyrations
of a topless dancer.

Way of the prophets? Today's revolution-
aries in the pulpit sometimes are being com-
pared with the prophets of ancient Israel who
thundered against the religious and secular
authorities of their day. Unlike those
prophets, however, the present-day Jere-
miahs are described as anything but lonely
outcasts from the society that stirs their
wrath.

Religious observers estimate their “hard
core” at no more than a few thousands. But
it is the boast of Professor Cox and others
that they are moving into key posts in
churches, seminaries and interreligious
groups.

Often their views are getting support from
the religious bodies they clalm to represent.

The Community Church of New York, for
instance, unloaded its stock holding in a
chemical company because that firm made
napalm used in Vietnam.

Several Protestant clergymen brandished
denominational holdings of stock in a cam-
era company as a weapon of pressure while
attacking the firm’s policies on the hiring of
Negroes.

Catholies, Jews and Protestants in many
cities are working together in “Project Equal-
ity,” which asks church members to use their
buying power to “pressure” suppliers into
hiring more Negroes.

“Activist” officeholders strongly influence
statements being published under religious
auspices.

As one example, the World Council of
Churches, which claims a membership of
about 230 Protestant and Orthodox churches,
last year denounced the U.S. position in Viet-
nam.,

As a follow-up, the Rev, Eugene Carson
Blake, secretary-general of the World Coun-
cil, recently suggested that a vote of free
Aslan nations decide whether American
forces should remain there or pull out.

Similarly, the National Council of Churches
has come out in favor of open housing, legis-
lative reapportionment, the rights of labor,
and an end to the bombing of North Vietnam,
to mention only a few of its proposed solu-
tions to world dilemmas.

Such agencies, as well as individual clergy-
men, are maintaining that they speak for
themselves and not “for” their denomina-
flons. But complaints are being heard in-
creasingly about the validity of this claim. It
is pointed out that the headquarters of the
United Church of Christ officially released the
statement of a number of its high officials
who criticized the ouster of Representative
Adam Clayton Powell from Congress—al-
though the officials clalmed to be speaking
for themselves, not their church.

GROWING RESISTANCE

It Is against that background of growing
power among the activists that strong resist-
ance is developing in many congregations
across the nation.

Rank-and-file delegates to the general as-
sembly of the United Presbyterian Church in
the U.S.A. not long ago overrode a committee
report that sought to put the church on rec-
ord as approving “selective” consclentious
objection.

In Philadelphia, where a staff member of
the Episcopal archdiocese had been urging
young men to burn thelr draft cards, there
was picketing by irate churchgoers until the
bishop issued an order forbidding further acts
of civil disobedience by his staff.

The Eplscopal bishop in St. Louls asked
for the resignation of two priests active In
the “militant” wing of the civil-rights move-
ment. A Roman Catholic priest in Detroit was
relieved of his dutles after 10 parishioners
walked out In protest against his sermons on
race relations and Vietnam.

A team of soclologists from Columbia Uni-
versity and the University of California at
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Berkeley questioned 100 Episcopal bishops,
259 clergymen and 1,630 laymen. They con-
cluded:

“Past experience has shown that, when the
church has taken a strong and unequivocal
position on an issue, it has allenated mem-
bers whose nonreligious interests are threat-
ened.

“There 15 no evidence that taking an un-
popular stand has changed the thinking of
many parishioners.”

In like veiln was the conclusion of a Meth-
odist study group that the churches had
“overextended” themselves “by so broad and
superficial involvement in so many diverse
aspects of soclety that it falls to make an
impact.”

What results may be. Many churchmen
believe that open ruptures of the kind which
has occurred in Milwaukee are developing.

There Father Groppl's militant campaign
for open housing has brought decline in
church contributions, and some Catholics
are talking of boycotting the archdlocesan
charities drive next year. Name-calling has
become commonplace when Father Groppi
makes a public appearance. The split among
Roman Catholics In Milwaukee has been
widened by what some critics have described
as his tolerance of young Negro “commandos”
who vandalized the mayor's office,

A parallel case is seen In Chicago’s South
Side where the white pastor of a Presbyterian
church continues to defend a Negro gang of
youths against what he calls “police harass-
ment”—despite the unearthing of three rifies,
a shotgun and 22 sabers in the church last
year.

As most observers see it, U.S. religion is
embroiled In controversy striking at its very
roots. Dr. Franklin Littell, president of Iowa
Wesleyan College, said:

“If the sixteenth century is remembered
for the Protestant and Catholie reformations,
if the nineteenth century is remembered as
the great century of Christian missions, the
twentieth century will stand out as the cen-
tury of the church struggle. And, brethren,
it’s going to get worse before it gets better.”

SOVIET UNION UNABLE TO RATIFY
CONVENTION ON FORCED LA-
BOR—ALL THE MORE REASON
FOR UNITED STATES TO ACT NOW

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
Foreign Relations Committee has had
before it for a long time the Conventions
on Forced Labor, the Political Rights of
Women, Freedom of Association, and
Genocide, the last two since 1949,

Today, I speak of the forced labor
treaty which is certainly constructed in
the interests of humanity. In good con-
science it would seem that we should
approve it by automatic reaction.

Soviet Russia has not ratified this
agreement. The terrible fact is that that
nation has subjected countless numbers
of Baltic States peoples and others to
forced labor. Soviet ratification of the
Forced Labor Convention would have
constituted an exercise in hypocrisy.

Our Nation, by great contrast, serves as
a beacon of freedom, demonstrating for
all mankind that the dignity of man
must always be preserved. It is time we
made this dramatic difference between
our system and all forms of tyranny
crystal clear for all to see by ratifying the
Convention on Forced Labor.

I once again urge our attention and
support to the remaining Conventions on
Genocide, Political Rights of Women,
Forced Labor, and Freedom of Associa-
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tion. Afirming these treaties would ad-
vance the cause of humanity throughout
the world.

POLLUTION OF LAKE MICHIGAN

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Chi-
cago Daily News has made a solid con-
tribution to the discussion of the grow-
ing danger facing Lake Michigan. In a
long article, the News outlined the prob-
lems of easing the pollution crisis and
of starting the long road back to a clean
and living lake. The heart of the pres-
entation is a nine-point program to save
the lake.

We are hopeful for broad citizen sup-
port for the efforts already underway
and those that can be taken in the future
to save Lake Michigan. Such efforts can
succeed only through the cooperation of
industry and local, State, and Federal
Government working effectively together
with a maximum of support from an en-
lightened, informed people, who are the
ultimate beneficiaries.

I commend the efforts of the Chicago
Daily News and of Rob Warden and
M. W. Newman for their contribution to
the effort and for taking these steps to-
ward offering a meaningful program to
combat the threat of lake pollution.

I ask unanimous consent that the nine
points be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the nine-
point plan to save Lake Michigan was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

THE NINE-POINT PraN To Save LaAxE

MICHIGAN

(By Rob Warden and M. W. Newman)

1. Cities and towns: Start now to improve
treatment of wastes fouling the lake. Set a
5-to-m-year timetable for completion.

2. Industries: Take immediate steps to stop
polluting. Cleanup deadline: 5 to 10 years,
or sooner.

3. Ships and pleasure boats: Stop empty~
ing sewage into the lake by next spring.

4. No more dumping, Ban deposits of river
dredgings or any other material that decays,
feeds harmful plant growth and discolors or
fouls the water.

5. Danger: Farm chemiecals. Cut down on
pollution from fertilizers and insecticides
washed into the lake by rain.

8. Watch for violators. Make regular in-
spections to detect polluters and bring them
to court.

7. Control alewife and lamprey eel men-
aces, restore balanced fish life.

8. Expand research to develop better antl-
pollution methods.

9. Financing. Substantially increase Fed-
eral ald and tax incentives to encourage
installation of pollution confrol equipment
by local agencles and by industry.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
PROVES TREMENDOUS SUCCESS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
one of the most successful programs of
bilingual education has been that prac-
ticed by the Coral Way Elementary
School in Dade County, Fla. This school
district, because of the large number of
Cuban refugees, was faced with the same
problem that many of our Southwestern
States face. The school population con-
tained a large proportion of Spanish-
speaking students.

In a real exhibition of educational in-
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novation, the entire school was trans-
formed into a model school of bilingual
education, with very successful results.
Not only has the students’ learning
ability been enhanced, but also by the
sixth grade, both formerly English-
speaking and Spanish-speaking children,
are fluent in both languages.

To illustrate what a successful pro-
gram of bilingual education can mean,
I ask unanimous consent that the article
entitled “Bilingual Teaching Works, or
Se Aprenden en Dos Idiomas,” published
in the Miami Herald of November 19,
1967, be printed in the Recorp. The arti-
cle describes how an educational prob-
lem can become an educational advan-
tage for all students. This is what we are
trying to accomplish with my Bilingual
Eduecation Act which has been incorpo-
rated as an amendment in the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act
Amendments of 1967 which we will con-
sider soon in the Senate. This one suc-
cessful example of bilingual education
proves the worthiness of conecentrated
effort in this area.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CorAL WAY ELEMENTARY EXPERIMENT: BILIN-
GUAL TEACHING WORKS, OR SE APRENDEN EN
Dos Iniomas

(By Georgia Marsh)

Take a group of Cuban youngsters who
speak only Spanish and a group of North
American children who speak only English,
and put them in the same classes.

The result, at Coral Way Elementary, is not
confusion but a model school teaching in
both languages that:

Recently drew praise from a top U.S. edu-
cation official.

Has drawn visitors from almost every part
of the world.

Has a principal, Joseph Logan, whose origi-
nal reluctance has been converted to all-out
enthusiasm. He now recommends bilingual
teaching go “countywide.”

Five years and some controversy later, Carol
Way’s experiment in total pupil bilingual-
ism is registering as a success. It recently won
praise from U.S. Education Commissioner
Harold Howe.

Under the bilingual program all students
spend part of the day learning in Spanish
and part learning in English.

Three years ago a group of Coral Way par-
ents objected to a combination fifth and
sixth grade class formed for students who
did not want to participate in the bilingual
plan. The parents wanted separate classes for
the two grades but the size of the individual
classes did not justify hiring two fulltime
teachers. The students have since gone on
to Junior high.

Logan sald about a dozen parents also
transferred their children out of the school
when it went bilingual but sald these re-
sulted from “individual problems.”

Coral Way's entry into the bilingual edu-
cation fleld is but one of several new educa-
tional programs which are the result of the
huge influx of Cuban school children here.

The influx started out as a “crisis” in the
early 1960s but is now viewed as a “blessing,”
by Paul W. Bell, supervisor of bilingual edu-
cation.

Faced with the *“fantastic educational
challenge of absorbing thousands of Span-
ish-speaking children, Dade schools re-
sponded by providing significant new edu-
cational programs.

In addition to Coral Way, Dade's projects
include a native language curriculum for
Spanish-speaking children. Under this pro-
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gram, about 10,000 Spanish-speaking stu-
dents study Spanish just as North American
students are required to study English
every year.

The influx also led to the development of
speclal first and second grade reading books
for non-English speaking pupils known as
the Miami Lingulstic Readers. It is now used
nationally.

Dade’s school population of 212,000 in-
cludes 22,500 Cuban children and another
7,600 from other countries where the native
language is Spanish.

In 256 of Dade's 213 schools, the native
Spanish-speaking puplls make up half, or
more than half, the total school enrollment.

And the number of Cuban children in-
creases by 800 each month as dally fiights
bring refugees to Miami.

“The influx was the catalyst for develop-
ing new programs,” Bell sald. “The needs
were not new but the crisls and federal as-
sistance made it both imperative and pos-
sible to meet those needs.”

Federal ald this year is 10 million, given
s0 Dade can provide without higher taxes
the same education for refugées as is pro-
vided for children who are permanent resi-
dents.

The money goes into the school system’s
general operating budget.

Bell saild it costs an additional $25 a
pupil to operate a bilingual school. The
funds are needed for special materials and
teacher aides.

But, Bell continued, the purpose of the
bilingual program is “not to help Cuban
children keep up. The purpose is to prove
that children can learn a second language.”

Proof it can be done is evident at Coral
Way where native Spanish-speaking stu-
dents and native North American students
converse 80 easily in either tongue that it is
difficult to determine a child's native lan-
guage.

Studying in a second language has not
hampered the student’s learning ability
elther, Bell and Logan say.

Mrs. Josephine BSanchez, a bilingual
teacher, sald test grades show a normal
curve following the ratio of five Cuban stu-
dents to every two North Americans enrolled
at the school. “For every five poor Cuban
students we have two poor North Americans,”
she explained.

Coral Way starts its bilingual program in
first grade. As the puplls progress they spend
more and more time learning in the second
language so that this year's sixth graders
are working equally in both languages.

Bilingual teaching does present some prob-
lems, Teachers work in teams of three and
sometimes find thelr schedule forces them to
move to next subject though they would
prefer pounding home a particular lesson
a few minutes longer.

Principal Logan said students don't sac-
rifice anything but “busy work” the non-
essentlal material often used just to fill out
the school day.

Logan, who originally was apprehensive
about the bilingual plan, now is convinced
that “any child can learn a second language.”

Coral Way's program has been adopted in
modified forms in schools throughout the
nation.

In Dade, bilingual education has spread to
Feinberg and Mae E. Walters Elementary
Schools. Shenandoah Junior High now offers
two hours of bilingual teaching to students
coming from Coral Way.

At Feinberg, Principal Bernard Nissman is
sold on the idea but cites “lack of space
and materials"” as some of bilingual teach-
ing’s special problems.

“We have to adapt rather than adopt ma-
terials,” Nissman said.

Sti1l another need 1s inservice training for
teachers. “With 18 per cent of our school
population speaking Spanish, more of our
teachers should at least be aware of the in-
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structional needs of the bilingual student
so they can help with regular classroom
work,” said Bell.

Bell considers money spent on the bilin-
gual program “a good investment . .."” One of
the fascinating things we are discovering ls
that the total spectrum of education can be
bilingual. Anything we can do in one lan-
guage we can do in two.”

ADDRESS BY SENATOR ROBERT
KENNEDY ON HEALTH CARE

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, last
Sunday the Senator from New York [Mr,
Kennepy] delivered a timely and im-
portant address on the subject of health
care in the United States. In his address,
Senator Kennepy offered a challenge to
the medical profession to meet the
health needs of millions of Americans;
and he offered several provocative and
challenging suggestions as to how these
needs can be met.

From my experience as Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, I can
testify that the United States must do
more to provide adequate health care for
those Americans who are not now re-
ceiving it. I am proud to have helped
author the medicare proposal, and proud
of the achievements it has brought. At
the same time, I recognize that the task
has only begun. Because I believe that
Senator KenNepY’s statement merits
serious study, and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR RoBERT F, KENNEDY,
YEsHIVA UNIVERSITY, ALBERT EINSTEIN COL~-
LEGE oF MEDICINE, Bronx, N.Y., NOVEMEBER
19, 1967
This is a place of special meaning for me.

For at Yeshiva University the Albert Einstein

College of Medicine has begun an important

new step in its ploneering urban health pro-

gram: The Rose Fitzgerald Eennedy Center
for Research in Mental Retardation and Hu-
man Development. This Center, which will

help to salvage the lives of lost citizens, is a

testament to your concern—concern which

has been a keystone of this great medical
school.

But I come here to offer you not congratu-
lations, but a challenge. For in New York
and across the nation, the condition of
American medical care is grave—in fact, it is
critical. We—and you—confront a grim scene
of the neglected, the ill, and the dylng—the
thousands, the millions of victims of our in-
difference.

“If we believe that men have any personal
rights at all,” Aristotle sald, “then they must
have an absolute moral right to such a meas-
ure of good health as soclety alone is able to
give them.”

Two years ago, the Unlted States began a
program to provide this moral right for two
parts of our population: those over 65, and
the “medically indigent,” for whom serious
illness means financial catastrophe. We have
spent billlons of dollars in these
yet what they have produced is not achieve-
ment, but anxiety. For they have shown us
more vividly than ever before—that our Na-
tion's system of health care has falled to
meet the most urgent medical needs of mil-
lions of Americans.

The cost of health care in America is stag-
gering: more than 6 percent of our gross na-
tlonal product. And with Medicare and
Medicald, these costs have soared. But con-
sider what we have bought with these
billions:
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In 1050, we ranked fifth in the world in
our infant mortality rate. Today, we rank
fifteenth—below all of the industrialized na-
tions of Europe. And here in New York, dur-
ing the last decade, infant mortality in-
creased—by 4 percent.

Twelve other nations have higher life ex-
pectancy rates at 60 than we do.

Fifteen other nations have higher ratios of
hospital beds to patients than we do.

Forty-three percent of our hospital care,
according to Columbia's School of Public
Health and Administrative Medicine, is only
poor to fair,

But these figures—and countless others—
cannot measure the full impact of our
double standard of medical care. It cannot
measure the disappearance of family phy-
sician care for poor families—and its replace-
ment by the emergency rooms of huge im-
personal municipal hospitals. It cannot
measure the long walts, on endless lines,
for an often indifferent examination by a
doctor the patient has never seen before,
and will not see again. It cannot measure the
minor illnesses which spawn major diseases
—because regular checkups are unknown,
and continuing medical care an illusion. It
cannot reflect the children whose education
is useless—because they are too weak to
work, or too i1l to listen.

Figures cannot measure the Indignities,
the inefficlencies, the lost lives, but they
at least tell us how much remains to be done,
beyond the spending of massive sums of
money.

Medicare has told us what we should have
known long ago. Our system of health care
in the United States is understaffed, over-
burdened, and as it is presently structured,
wholly inadequate to supply decent medical
attention for all Americans. This fact was
hidden from us—because those who were
elderly, those who were poor—simply did not
get a minimal amount of medical care. Now,
they are beginning to come to hospitals, and
to visit physiclans. And with them has come
the knowledge that our system of health
care must change.

There is already a shortage of modern
hospital beds and nursing home beds. Medi-
care and Medicaid have only multiplied the
number seeking care in these already over-
burdened and often inefficient facilities.

The result of providing more money to
compete for the same supply of services
has been an astronomical increase in the
cost of care. Daily rates in hospitals are up
over a third in less than two years. Phy-
sicians’ fees have risen over ten percent, 8.5
percent in the past year alone. Hospital
charges of $100 a day will soon be a reality
in New York City.

There is no real mystery about why this has
happened. Wages are two-thirds of the cost
of running a hospital, and there was a
huge backlog of wage demands in our hos-
pitals. Nurses and other personnel had
worked too long at substandard pay, and now
there are funds to offer a more adequate
wage.

But there are other matters. Hospitals are
run essentially as they were fifty years ago.
They have been neither forced nor even en-
couraged to innovate. Patients are still
wheeled from one end of the hospital to the
other for surgery. Costly services are main-
tained for vast numbers of patients not
seriously enough 111 to need them.

Physiclan fees have risen so sharply be-
cause more dollars cannot by themselves
produce more doctors. That, coupled with the
fee-for-service approach of Medicare and
Medicaid, has allowed some specialists and
even some general practitioners to reap ex-
orbitant benefits from these tax-financed
programs.

Serious as these matters are, the funda-
mental problem is one of structure—one
which goes to the heart of our system of
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delivering health care. We are pumping bil-
lions of dollars of new money into the health
industry—but without the slightest effort
to change the existing system, under which
people are taken care of in the costliest in-
stitution, the hospital, and by the costliest
manpower, the doctor. It is no wonder that
the cost of health care has risen so sharply.

The first task, in my judgment, is to rec-
ognize that our present approach is sim-
ply not satisfactory—and to do something
about it. We are providing poor quality
care at high cost. That is nothing less than
a national failure.

Next week I shall propose, as an amend-
ment to the social security bill now before
the Senate, the establishment of a joint Con-
gressional committee to study the cost of
health care and what we are going to do
about it. The committee’s mandate would
be the full scope of the cost problem—
from reimbursement formulas to new tech-
nology, from ways to achieve gerater effi-
clency to new ways of delivering health
care,

But no committee—no study—can be suc-
cessful unless it confronts the root cause
of spiraling medical costs: the outmoded
and rigid structure of health care which
simply cannot meet the demands for de-
cent medical attention, What is needed-—as
a matter of the first priority—is to put our
medical resources to work in new ways, to
respond more effectively to the ever-growing
demand for services.

An effective program of actlon requires at
least four steps:

First: We must tap new sources for re-
cruitment into the health field and develop
new health careers for our recruits. We all
know we have a grave shortage of medical
personnel. We know that each year we edu-
cate 2000 fewer doctors than we need just
to keep pace with present ratios; and we
know we need more nurses of all kinds, and
more technical aides.

But even as we provide government assist-
ance to health professional schools—even as
we provide scholarships and loans, so that
low-income students can attend our medical
schools—we know we must develop new jobs
in the health field. For the fact is that we
will never have enough doctors and nurses
to perform all of the tasks we now assign to
these costly and scarce professionals. Experi-
ence has shown that many of their tasks can
be performed by assistants working under
their supervision—aides who can be enabled
to study on the job in order to acquire greater
skill and move on to greater responsibility.

We can find many of these people in the
same communities of the poor which most
need medical help. We can find—and train—
non-professional people, to care for fellow
members of their own communities, And this
source of employment—a source you have
tapped with your health careers program-—
can find worthy service and increased job op-
portunity, within the medical profession.

Second: All of our medical resources must
be put to work more effectively in the com-
munities themselves. To structure the future
of medicine solely around large, impersonal
hospitals will not only insure poor quality
care, but also guarantee even more excessive
demands on these overcrowded institutions—
and thus produce higher and higher medical
costs.

If we are to use our funds wisely—if we
are to deploy our health manpower effi-
clently—we must decentralize medical care.
We must bring health services to the people
through a system of community and neigh-
borhood health centers which provide com-
prehensive family care in a dignified, respon-
sive setting.

Again, you at Albert Einstein have recog-
nized this need, by participating in the Store-
front Neighborhood Service Center, serving
the Lincoln Hospital Community. Here, non-
professionals can be of greatest service—by
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insuring that neighborhood centers serve the
poor, instead of using them. Too often, the
medical profession has seen the ghetto com-
munities as ideal neighborhoods—not SO
much for service, as for obtaining teaching
material. One doctor told me of a conversa-
tion he had with a ghetto resident. He asked
her what she thought of a planned new
neighborhood health center.

“Oh,” she said, “is that another one of
those programs where we supply the dis-
eases?”

The neighborhood health centers must not
be that kind of program. They must meet
the fundamental health needs of our ne-
glected citizens.

Third: The program must go beyond nar-
rowly-defined “health’” needs. For all of the
energy—all of the commitment—of the med-
fcal profession will not be enough, unless
we also meet the sources of disease.

It is 1llusion to think we can cure a sickly
child—and ignore his need for nutritious
food. It is foolish to pour in funds to min-
ister to the effects of filth-ridden slums—
without recognizing the undeniable fact that
these slums breed disease. It is profitless to
establish community mental health serv-
ices—if we do not understand that a com-
munity of the jobless, the purposeless, the
hopeless spawns frustration and agony in
the minds of its victims. We will never have
enough doctors to cure the children of Mis-
sissippt who have not eaten nourishing food
since thelr birth. There will never be enough
therapists for all the brain-aamaged chil-
dren of Bedford-Stuyvesant. We will not cure
the pathology of individuals, unless we—and
you—begin to come to grips with the path-
ology of these communities.

Education—jobs, housing, community par-
ticipation—these are essential elements of a
healthy neighborhood, And if these goals
require the active direct participation of the
medical community in matters of public
controversy, then this 1s the work that must
be done. It is neither economical, nor com=-
passlonate, to care fcr the consequences of
poverty, and ignore its roots.

Fourth: As this is true for the communi-
ties of poverty, it is just as true for the whole
society. All the cancer research, all the hos-
pitals in the nation may be less important
than the single simple step of making sure
that fewer children are enticed into becom-
ing cigarette smokers. All our programs for
training new doctors may not mean as much
to the health of the city of New York as
courageous and forceful action to eliminate
the pollution of our air. All our emergency
Tooms will not be adequate to care for the
victims of the carnage on our highways,
if we do not enforce far more rigid safety
standards on the makers of automobiles.

And the same is true for the dozens of
health hazards we have allowed to persist,
through Ignorance and Inattention and
sloth: the meat packed amid dirt and dis-
ease; the drugs sold without adequate test-
ing; the pesticides carelessly sprayed onto
our crops,

These are not for the medical profession
alone—these are challenges to all of us. But
you of the medical profession, the concerned
and active doctors and leaders such as are
here today, you can take the lead.

Part of the job is securing the enactment
of legislation; and whatever legislation is
necessary, I can tell you that It will be in-
troduced—and it will be fought for, But an-
other part of the job is education and action,
relying on the spontaneous skill and initia-
tive of the American people. Just a few years
ago, surveys showed that alarming numbers
of our children were overweizht, underex-
ercised, simply in poor physical condition.
President Eennedy set up a Council on Physi-
cal Fitness which, In cooperation with thou-
sands of Councils all over the country, began
to set up programs of education and exercise
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for children and families. The Councils were
completely voluntary; they were almost with-
out funds; yet they worked a small revolu-
tion. And within two or three years, new
surveys showed that the young people of
America were far healthier, in far better
physical condition, than they had been be-
fore the Councils began their work. That
kind of effort—whether for better school
meals, or against early smoking, or to stim-
ulate forceful action agalnst air pollution—
can be made in 2very community in the
country today.

This is a challenging task. It requires help
from Washington—for example, funds to help
medical schools implement bold changes in
education and operation, And it requires help
from state capitals and City Halls to replace
rigid regulation with creative flexibility.

But most of all, it requires effort by your-
selves—members of the medical profession,
guided by your obligations, and by the coun-
sel of Albert Einstein, who said:

“Concern for man himself and his fate
must always form the chief interest of all
technical endeavors . . . in order that the
creations of our mind shall be a blessing and
not a curse to mankind.”

Now you must find new ways to bring the
blessings of medicine to millions who have
never been reached. It means the willing-
ness and energy to discard traditional in-
stitutions and approaches to better the con-
dition of man himself, and his fate. But you
have that willingness—you have that en-
ergy—and I know you will succeed.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
COMBATS POVERTY IN MAINE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, one of
the most effective lines of direct action
in the war on poverty is the program of
small loans to rural families who ask
only for a chance to work and earn their
way.

Rural Americans boxed in by poverty
frequently have little to hope for except
a better opportunity for self-employ-
ment. Industrial and business jobs they
can perform may be scarce or nonexist-
ent in their rural communiites. The
farm, or some small nonfarm enterprise,
offers their best hope for a decent living.

The rural American caught in these
circumstances can never make a start as
an independent entrepreneur unless he
can obtain tools, supplies and a place to
work. He has no savings, nor extra in-
come or conventional credit for staking
himself to what it takes for a beginning.

This is the need fulfilled by economic
opportunity loans administered in rural
areas by the Farmers Home Administra-
tion for the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

We have far to go before we reach all
the people we must among the 15 mil-
lion disadvantaged in rural America.
However, this program has reached more
than 52,000 low-income rural families
since it began in January 1965. '

Individual loans not exceeding $3,500
each have been made to 44,500 families,
to help them make a better living on
small farms or go into nonagricultural
enterprises that can yield them a better
living in their home communities.

Families served through the economic
opportunity loan program have taken up
and made a success of more than 350
different types of occupations.

Groups of low-income people, totaling
another 7,600 families, have formed

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cooperatives to acquire and operate ex-
pensive farm machinery that ns one
family can afiord, or supply other goods,
services, and working facilities the mem-
bers can use in order to earn a better
family income.

There are numerous examples I could
cite of the successes individuals have
made with economic opportunity loans,
but permit me to give this example of a
lobster fisherman in Penobscof, Maine.
Married, with two teenage children, he
had worked as a share fisherman for
37 years, using another man’s gear for
25 percent of the net profit and ekeing
out a bare living of about $2,000 a year.

In 1965 this fisherman qualified for a
$2,500 economic opportunity loan from
the Farmers Home Administration to get
his own lobster boat, small truck, and
other equipment. Now, as an independent
lobster fisherman, ne can net more in
6 months than he did working on shares
the entire year. Last year he earned
about $4,500 or more than $2,500 above
what he earned the year before.

This is but one example of some 300
loans to fishermen in the coastal areas of
the State, and 1,000 loans in rural Maine
that have enabled low-income families to
make immediate headway with loans that
have given people the opportunity fo
do so.

Mr. President, every family who is able
to start moving through this program
may be subtracted from the distress rolls
of rural America.

THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, an interesting article, entitled
“The Strategic Balance,” appeared in
the November-December 1967 issue of
Ordnance. The author of the article, Dr.
James D, Atkinson, suggests that the
United States use its technological re-
sources to develop a variety of offensive
and defensive systems to limit an
enemy’s capabilities.

Dr, Atkinson, a native of Weston,
Lewis County, W. Va., is professor of
government at Georgetown University,
research associate in the Georgetown
Center for Strategic Studies, and a mem-
ber of the British Institute for Strategic
Studies. He is author of numerous books
and articles in the field of defense anal-
ysis and national security affairs and
recently served as a member of a special
committee of the American Security
Council headed bv Gen. Bernard A.
Schriever, which prepared a study for the
House Armed Services Committee en-
titled “The Chanzing Strategic Military
Balanece: T7.8.4. Versus T S S R.”

I ask unanimous consent to insert the
article in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE STRATEGIC ¢ RATHER THAN
SEEK MERE N7~ - - Pirmry WITH THE
SovieTs, THE UNITFD STATES SHoULD Usk ITs
TECHNOLOGICAL RESOURCES TO DEVELOP A

VARIETY OF OFFENSIVE *ND DEFENSIVE SYs-

TEMS To Limir AN ENEMY’'S CAPABILITIES
(Dr. James DO, Atkinson)

It has been 7.8, military-tech-

nological progre the Soviet Union to
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react to a particular development, But is this,
in fact, correct? Do our strategic patterns set
the pace for Soviet developments, or do the
Soviets pursue their own strategic goals quite
independent of us?

It can be argued that in some areas we
may be able to influence Soviet policy. We
of the United States might be able to con-
vince the U.S.8.R. that we can and will main-
tain superiority in the production of long-
range missiles.

But it is unlikely in the extreme that the
Soviets can be convinced tlat fhey are pre-
cluded from achieving scientific and tech-
nological breakthroughs in particular areas—
such as reentry vehicles or advanced anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) systems—which
might lead to a high level of weaponry and
give them superiority over the United States
at a glven moment in time.

Indeed, authoritative Soviet spokesmen and
military journals bluntly indicate that the
Soviet effort is directed toward the attain-
ment of superiority. Thus Communist of the
Armed Forces (No. 3, 1966) has stated that
“winning and maintaining technical superi-
ority over any probable enemy while there is
still peace is today of decisive importance.”

Especially under the impact of long lead
times, the essence of strategy today is not
so much the now,; it is, rather, the 5 years
from now—and the 10 years from now,

It is important, of course, whether or not
we now have over-all strategic superiority
oyver the Soviet Union. But it is even more
important to understand the trends in the
military-technological competition, for upon
these depends our future security.

The July 1967 study of a speclal subcom-
mittee of the National Strategy Committee
of the American Security Councll, “The
Changing Strategic Military Balance: U.S.A.
vs. U.S.8.R,,” gives a blunt warning with ref-
erence to trends in the power eguilibrium.
The study states:

“. .. For 1971 it appears that a massive
megatonnage gap will have developed. U.S.
delivery capability is estimated to range be-
tween 6,000 megatons and 15,000 megatons,
whereas the estimated high for the Soviet
delivery capability is 50,000 megatons, and
the projection of the established Soviet
range-curve indicates a low figure for the
Soviets of approximately 30,000 megatons. On
the basis of this projection, the U.S. and the
U.S.8.R. will have reversed their roles in a
10-year period.”

This study also points out a continuing
strategic problem for the United States—the
high yleld of Soviet ICBM's and the resulting
possibility of electromagnetic pulse or other
unexpected weapons effects that might neu-
tralize an entire U.S. ICBM complex however
we might harden or shield it.

Allied to this is the possibility of a com-
plete blackout of communications and the
consequent transmission failure of a retalia-
tory order by the President. This is so singe,
as a result of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,
“the United States can only guess at what
unique effects might ocecur when very high-
yield weapons are exploded. But the Sovief
know.”

Because of these and other serious ques-
tions raised, the study has received wide at-
tention in the American press. The New York
Times, for example, in a front-page story on
July 12, 1967, stated that “the Defense De-
partment did not directly contradict the
study's findings, but argues that deliverable
megatonnage was not an accurate indicator
of ‘true military capability.' "

The Christian Science Monitor—in an ex-
tensive analytical article on July 20, 1967—
stated that “there is growing concern that
the Soviet capability may exceed, now or
soon; that of the United States. Allled with
that is a concern that the United States is
taking insufficient steps to maintain its
poslition.” ‘

In an important public address in San
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Francisco on September 18, 1967, Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara announced
“g light deployment of U.S. ABM's” against
the possibility that, in future, the Chinese
Communist “might miscalculate” and launch
a nuclear attack against the United States.

The Secretary of Defense rejected large-
scale ABM deployment by arguing that this
would be directed against the Soviet Union
and that the Soviet response would be a
step-up in its offensive capabilities which
would “cancel out our defensive advantage.”

Although Mr. McNamara stated that “there
is no point whatever in our responding by
going to a massive ABM deployment to pro-
tect our population, when such a system
would be ineffective against a sophisticated
Soviet offense,” the Joint Chiefs of Stafl—as
well as a number of informed Senators and
Congressmen on the Senate and House Armed
Services Committees—belleve that a large-
scale missile defense is a requirement in
view of the rising Soviet military-techno-
logical threat.

PFurthermore, it 18 by no means clear that
the Soviet economy is capable of reacting
fully to a large-scale U.S, deployment of
ABM systems; for example, one which would
include both land-based and sea-based mis-
sile-defense systems.

The evidence of more than two decades
following the Second World War suggests
that it has been the stabilizing factor of U.S.
military-technological superiority which has
prevented a general nuclear war, Today, pri-
marily under the impact of the Soviet
military-technological thrust—but to some
extent from Chinese Communist efforts—
that stability appears to be threatened.

If, for example, the Soviet strategists can
achieve, or belleve they have a very high per-
centage of achieving, an area-kill factor of
incoming missiles (so that there is no prob-
lem of discrimination with reference to de-
coys and live warheads), they may at some
point in time be tempted to launch a sur-
prise nuclear strike upon the United States.

The deployment of a large-scale American
ABM system or systems is one answer to the
stabilization of power in the world. But it is
not an end in itself.

If the military-technological revolution of
our times teaches us anything, it is that
there are no permanent plateaus in military
technology. Instead there is constant change
and rapid development.

To avold a nuclear war and to safeguard
the national security, therefore, we need to
move forward with a mixture of both de-
fensive and offensive weapon systems and to
consider, for example, new types of air and
sea-based strike systems made feasible by
technological advances. The variety of our
possible cholces of action adds immeasurably
to an enemy’s planning problems if he at-
tempts to prepare responses to a broad spec~
trum of capabilities,

A mixture of options—not reliance on one
or two—compounds the task of the enemy
and makes deterrence meaningful to him.
There are many uncertainties and unknown
factors In working out the problems of of-
fense and defense alike, since the acld test
is—and only is—actual war.

Those things—such as too great rellance
on fixed missile systems—which simplify the
problem, also reduce the uncertainties and
unknown factors posed to the opponent.
Simplification of our optlons may, in fact,
tempt the enemy to consider a surprise
attack.

Most of all, however, a “mix" of options is
significant in the load factor which it places
on a potential enemy’s military structure.
The Soviet Union is faced with a number of
constraints. If we make the Soviet leaders
consider a new option, it tends to limit their
capabllities—as well as blunting their de-
sires—for playing the game of strategic black-
mail in world politics.
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SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE OF
EMPLOYEES OF MASSACHUSETTS
TURNPIEE AUTHORITY

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, section 124a of the Senate
committee bill would permit the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to terminate the soeial security coverage
of employees of the Massachusetts
Turnpike Authority at the end of any
calendar quarter following the filing of
notice, as required by section 218(g) (i)
of the Social Security Act.

This amendment to existing law is the
product of amendment number 423,
which I submitted on October 25, 1967,
and certain changes suggested during
consultations among representatives of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Finance Committee
staff, and myself. It is very important to
the 950 employees of the Massachusetts
Turnpike Authority, and for that reason
I was glad to submit it, when it became
apparent that only legislation could bring
the benefits of the new State retirement
system to these employees without im-
posing a harsh double payroll tax on
them for two years.

Mr, President, I have a series of let-
ters to and from various individuals, in-
cluding the Governor of the Common-
wealth, which make clear the need for
this provision in the committee bill. Since
they speak for themselves, I ask unani-
mous consent that they be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters

were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

MassacHUSETTS TURNPIKE AUTHORITY,
Boston, Mass., September 21, 1967.
Hon. JoEN W, GARDNER,
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Me. SECRETARY: This is to bring to
your official attention the desire of 950 em-
ployees of the Massachusetts Turnpike Au-
thority, and the Authority as well, for termi-
nation within a reasonable time of an agree-
ment under section 418 of title 42, US.C.A.,
whereby soclal security benefits are extended
to such employees, Adherence to the require-
ment of a two year notice for such termina-
tion, as provided in section 418(g) (1b), would
work such a hardship upon these employees
that it would appear to be entirely incon-
sistent with the manifest purpose of the
social security legislation.

It was at the instigation of the labor union
representing operating employees that the
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority appointed
a staff committee to investigate and recom-
mend a suitable pension plan for its em-
ployees. The committee was assisted in its
work by Martin E. Segal Company, Inc., a
nationally recognized consultant on welfare,
health and pension programs. After a com-
prehensive review of numerous public and
private pension plans, many of which were
combined with social security benefits, the
committee recommended adoption of a pen-
slon system under Chapter 32 of the Massa-
chusetts General Laws which governs con-
tributory retirement systems for pubile em-
ployees in the Commonwealth; and termina-
tion of the existing soclal security partici-
pation. This recommendation was approved
by the Authority and accepted by the vast
majority of union members voting by secret
ballot.

Necessary legislation to enable the Au-
thority to establish a pension system within
the framework of the State’s retirement plan
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was recently enacted by the Massachusetts
legislature and approved by His Excellency,
Governor John A. Volpe. It was only then
that it was discovered that a two year notice
would be required before the soclal security
plan for Authority employees could be termi-
nated. Since the cost of the State pension
system in addition to social security pay-
ments would impose an intolerable burden
upon both employees and the Authority, the
only alternative would be to defer operation
of the State system for two years.

Delay for such a long period would work
a serlous hardship upon employees of the
Authority who would thereby be deprived
of the liberal retirement, disability and death
benefits of the State system.

Because a two year notice requirement for
termination of social securlty participation
seems to be grossly in excess of any apparent
necessity and because such notice will un-
necessarily delay, and may even deprive,
many employees of the Authority of the sub-
stantial benefits to which they would be
entitled under the new pension system, I
urge you to exercise whatever power or dis-
cretion you may have to relieve this un-
conscionable situation.

Your sympathetic consideration of the
problem is sincerely apreciated.

Very truly yours,
JorxN T. DrIiscoLy,
Chairman.

THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSACHUSETTS,
Boston, September 25, 1967.
JoHN W. GARDNER,
Seeretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SECRETARY: As Treasurer and Re-
celver-General for Massachusetts, I am Chair-
man of the State Board of Retirement which
is the agency of this Commonwealth through
which the insurance system established by
Title IT of the Social Security Act is extended
to services performed by employees of cer-
taln instrumentalities of the State, includ-
ing the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority.

Recently the Legislature enacted Chapter
597 of the Acts of 1967 which provides for
establishment of the Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority Employees’ Retirement System.
This system would operate under the same
statutory provisions as the 99 State, County
and Municipal pension systems throughout
the Commonwealth and would give em-
ployees of the Authority the same contribu-
tory retirement rights that are now enjoyed
by other public employees.

But, because of the substantial expense
involved, the Authority must terminate the
participation of its employees under Social
Security before the State pension system can
be made applicable to them. A federal re-
quirement of two years’ notice for such ter-
mination would deprive Authority employees
of the substantial benefits under the state
retirement law until 1970.

It may be helpful to you, in determining
what action is appropriate to assist the Au-
thority's personnel, to know something of
the benefits provided under Chapter 32 of
the Massachusetts General Laws, the State’s
contributory retirement statute.

The basic benefit under this law for an
employee retiring at or after age 65 is com-
puted as 215 per cent of average salary over
the three highest consecutive years times
the number of years of employment, Thus,
8 thirty years employee retires at 75 per
cent at his highest three-year average sal-
Ary; a twenty-year man retires at 50 per
cent; and the twenty-five year man at 6214
per cent.

In addition, the law provides significant
benefits for retirement on account of ordi-
nary disability and on account of occupa-
tional disability; as well as for ordinary or
accidental death before retirement. To illus-
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trate—if an employee becomes permanently
disabled as a result of an injury, in the
course of his employment, he receives an
annual pension of

1. Two-thirds of his final salary: plus

2. $312 for each child under eighteen;

lus
5 3. A supplemental pension that is equal to
the actuarial value of his accumulated con-
tributions;

4. To a maximum of 100% of his final
salary.

As you would expect, this comprehensive,
liberal retirement program is expensive. After
allowing for the employee contributions,
which are 5 per cent of salary, the estimated
cost to the employer-Authority will average
14 per cent of payroll over the next thirty-
five years.

The State Board of Retirement, as con-
tracting agency for the Commonwealth is
prepared to take whatever action is required
on its part to terminate the “Plan” sub-
mitted by the Massachusetts Turnpike Au-
thority for extending the benefits of Title IT
of the Soclal Security Act to Authority per-
sonnel. It is my earnest hope that you can
find the means to terminate the “Plan" on
the part of the federal government within
a reasonably short time.

Very truly yours,
ROBERT Q. CRANE.
MaASSACHUSETTS GENERAL COURT,
Boston, September 26, 1967.
JounN W. GARDNER,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. SECRETARY: During the past sev-
eral sessions of the Massachusetts General
Court, the Committee on Pensions and Old
Age assistance, of which I am Chairman, has
considered petitions for legislation to extend
the benefits of the State's retirement law to
employees of the Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority.

Each time the matter was considered, the
Committee was sympathetic with the desires
of employees of the Authority to have the
same liberal retirement allowances that other
public employees enjoy, but the bill had to
be rejected because the means for paying
the substantial cost could not be provided.

This year, the Massachusetts Turnpike Au-
thority expressed its willlngness to bear the
expense of the retirement law for its em-
ployees and legislation was readily enacted
to enable the Authority to establish a sys-
tem providing contributory retirement bene-
fits for Authority personnel according to the
State Retirement Plan, An emergency pre-
amble was affixed to the Act so that it would
be put into effect without any delay.

Quite frankly, I was shocked and disap-
pointed to learn that the new retirement
system may have to be postponed until 1970
because the federal government requires a
two-year notice of termination of the Soclal
Security Plan for Turnpike employees.

You would be performing a real service to
the employees of the Massachusetts Turn-
pike Authority, their families and depend-
ents if you can devise some means whereby
the two-year notice can be walved,

Very truly yours,
Harry DELLA RuUsso,
State Senator.
THE COMMONWEALTH
OF MASSACHUSETTS,
Boston, September 28, 1967.
Hon. JorN W. GARDNER,
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washington, D.C.

DEar Mzr. SEcRETARY: Massachusetts Is
proud of the liberal retirement, disability and
death benefits that have been provided for
the public employees of this Commonwealth
and its counties, cities and towns. These ben-
efits are the equal, and in many cases are far
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superior, to those of any state in the union.
As Governor of the Commonwealth, I was
pleased to sign into law recently a bill pro-
viding for the establishment of the Massa-
chusetts Turnpike Authority employees' re-
tirement system which would give more than
900 employees of this quasi public agency
the same pension rights that are enjoyed by
thousands of other public workers. A copy
of this bill is enclosed for your convenience.

In this matter where both labor and man-
agement are completely satisfied, I am dis-
turbed to learn that their agreement cannot
be brought to fruition because of a require-
ment for two years' notice to terminate an
existing agreement with the federal govern-
ment under which social security protection
has been afforded to Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority personnel.

My purpose, therefore, is to enlist your
good offices to relieve the impasse that has
developed so that employees of the Author-
ity may enjoy, without an extended delay,
the benefits and protection that were pro-
vided for them in the recently enacted law.
Some indication of the urgency of this mat-
ter is evident from the emergency preamble
adopted by the Legislature so that the new
pension system could be made immediately
available by the Authority.

I would be sincerely grateful for whatever
you can accomplish in behalf of the public
employees of the Commonwealth who are
affected by the recent act.

Sincerely,
Jouwn A. VOLPE,
Governor.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
AND 'WELFARE, SOCIAL

Baltimore, Md., October 2, 1967,

Mr. ROBERT Q. CRANE,

State Social Security Administrator, State
Board of Retirement, State House,
Boston, Mass.

Dear Mg, CranNeE: Commissioner Ball has
asked me to reply to your letter of Septem-
ber 6, 1967, concerning the termination of the
State’s soclal security coverage agreement
with respect to the services of employees of
the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. You
requested information as to whether termina-
tion is m because of recent legisla-
tion providing for the establishment of a
retirement system for the Authority’s em-
ployees and the earliest date the termination
may be made effectlve.

Subsection 218(d) of the SBoclal Security
Act (section 418(d) (1), United States Code,
Annotated) provides that no agreement with
any State may be made applicable, either in
the original agreement or by any modifica-
tion thereof, to services performed by em-
ployees as members of any coverage group
in positions covered by a retirement system
elther (A) on the date such agreement is
made applicable to such coverage group, or
(B) on the date of enactment of paragraph
(2) of subsection 218(d). The agreement be-
tween the State of Massachusetts and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
was made applicable to the coverage group
composed of employees of the Massachusetts
Turnpike Authority by a modification ex-
cuted on April 19, 1964, Paragraph (2) of
Subsection 218(d) (1) of the Social Security
Act was enacted on September 1, 19564. Be-
cause the employees of the Authority were
not in positions under a retirement system
on either date the provislon of subsection
218(d) (1) of the act did not constitute a bar
to the coverage of their services under the
Massachusetts social securlty coverage agree-
ment,

‘There is no provision in the act prohibit-
ing the continuation of soclal security
coverage with respect to the services of em-
ployees whose positions become impressed
with a refirement system after the State’s
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agreement has been made applicable to them,
Consequently, even though the positions of
the employees of the Massachusetts Turn-
plke Authority may become impressed with
a retirement system at a future date, their
services will continue to be covered under the
Massachusetts soclal security coverage agree-
ment until such time as the coverage is
terminated. A State’s coverage agreement
may be terminated in its entirety or with
respect to any coverage group only as pro-
vided in subsection 218(g) of the act,

Under subsection 218(g)(1) of the act,
upon giving at least two years advance writ-
ten notice to the Secretary, the State may
terminate its agreement in its entirely or
with respect to any coverage group effective
at the end of a calendar quarter specified
in the notice, provided the coverage to be
terminated has been in effect for 5 years prior
to the receipt of the notice. Therefore, since
the coverage for the group composed of the
employees of the Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority has been in effect since January
1, 19564 (the effective date of Modification No.
1 to the State's agreement) we could, if the
State wishes, consider your letter a notice of
intention to terminate that group’s cover-
age effective at the earliest possible date;
l.e, at the end of the calendar quarter end-
ing September 30, 1969.

Under subsection 218(g) (2) of the act, the
Secretary may terminate the agreement in
its entirety or with respect to any coverage
group designated by him if he finds that the
State has failed or is no longer legally able
to comply substantially with any provision
of its agreement or of section 218 of the act.
Before the Secretary may terminate, he must
glve the State notice and an opportunity for
& hearing. The termination would become ef-
fective at any time deemed appropriate by
the Secretary within 2 years from the date
of his notice, unless prior to that time he
finds that there no longer is any such failure
or that the cause for such legal inability has
been removed. When a political subdivision
has been legally dissolved, or otherwise
ceases to exist as an employer, the Secretary
may make a finding of inability to comply
and terminate upon request of the State,
and a walver by the State of the notice of
hearing. In such cases the termination is ef-
fective as of the date the entity ceased to
exist.

Once an agreement is terminated in its en~
tirety, the State and the Secretary may not
again enter into a soclal security coverage
agreement. If the agreement 1s terminated
with respect to the Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority, the Secretary and the State may
not thereafter modify the agreement to again
make it applicable with respect to the cov-
€rage group com of Massachusetts
Turnpike Authority employees. If the State
wishes that we consider your letter as con-
stituting the required written notice to the
Secretary by the State, we would appreciate
a letter to this effect over the signature of
the appropriate State official. As indicated
above, this would enable the State to termi-
nate coverage of the Massachusetts Turn-
plke Authority, effective as of the end of the
calendar quarter ending September 30, 1969.

Sincerely,
HuecH F, McEENNA,
Director, Bureau of Retirement and
Survivors Insurance.

EMPLOYEES OF ToLL ROADS, BRIDGES
AND TUNNELS, STATE OF MASSA-
CHUSETTS,

Boston, Mass., October 26, 1967.
Hon. EpwaArD M, KENNEDY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: As already you are awm.
our Union vigorously supports and
mlforyoureﬂomwexpodltem«ﬂ
employees of the Massachusetts Turnpike
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Authority from the Federal Soclal Security
System to the Massachusetts Contributory
Retirement System.

We are the duly certified exclusive collec-
tive bargaining representative of those em-
ployees. The pending transfer was inltiated
by us, and agreed to in collective bargaining
with the Authority, after long and careful
consideration of an exhaustive anaylsis of
the respective benefits of the Federal and
Massachusetts Systems made at the joint
behest of the Authority and ourselves by
Martin E. Segal Company, Incorporated, of
New York and Boston, nationally known con-
sultants on health, welfare, and pension
programs.

We are satisfled that the State's "fringe
benefit package'—including pension and dis-
ability benefits and life, medical, and hos-
pitalization insurance—is in the aggregate
more generous than that of the Soclal Se-
curity Act. Furthermore, many of the Au-
thority's employees have already established
under the Soclial Security Act retirement
benefits which will supplement the State
benefits avallable to them upon their transfer
from the Federal to the State System.

Chapter 597 of the Acts of 1967 was enacted
by the General Court and signed by Governor
Volpe expressly to make it possible for
employees of the Turnpike Authority to join
the State Retirement System. If I may say
so, our Union takes equal credit with the
Authorty for passage of that legislation;
it was & common effort to which the Legis-
lature and Governor responded quickly and
willingly.

We—and the employees we represent—will
be adversely affected if the two-year wailt-
ing period provision in the Social Security
Act is not ameuded so that the Turnpike
Authority may be allowed to withdraw
promptly from the Federal System and
achieve the purpose of Chapter 597 by plac-
ing its employees under the State System.

Yours sincerely,
JoHN A. MCGRATH,
Secretary-Treasurer,
Teamsters Union Local 127.

COTTON DISASTER IN THE
SOUTHEAST

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, floods,
earthquakes, hurricanes, and other na-
tural disasters have dramatic impact. We
are horrified at the damage which they
wreak. Our sympathies are aroused, and
we do those things which are necessary
to relieve the suffering which has resulted
from the disaster, and to assist the peo-
ple of the region to recover from the
economic damages which they have sus-
tained.

Similarly we are concerned about hun-
ger and joblessness and the economic
plight of urban people who cannot make
it on their own. We do something about
those people, and this is as it should be.

I want you to think with me about a
current natural disaster, less dramatic
than tornado or earthquake but equally
terrible in its economic consequences,
which has befallen a large area of the
South within the last few weeks. This
disaster has extended from the Carolinas
westward across Georgia, Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, and Tennessee, and it has re-
sulted in the threatened bankruptcy of
thousands of farmers and other thou-
sands of small merchants, ginners, and
others who serve the cotton-growing
community.

-And this is a disaster. Let no one look
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upon it as anything less than a disaster,
for it has resulted in a total crop loss in
hundreds of counties throughout these
States.

Let me tell you what happened.

It began, really, in 1966, when cotton
yield fell 50 percent from 1965.

The cotton farmers thus began the
1967 season already saddled with debt
and loss incurred in 1966. They began
hopefully, however, and the cotton was
planted. Late cold and ofher factors
caused many of these farmers to plant
the second, the third, and, in many in-
stances, the fourth time before they could
get a stand of cotton. As a result, the
cotton began to mature late.

Finally, an early freeze hit the cotton
on two successive nights, and the crop,
some of it almost recady to open, was
ruined. To give you some idea of the ex-
tent of the loss, I have recent figures
from some North Alabama counties on
the extent of the damage. In Lawrence
County, which ginned 56,000 bales in
1965, only 1,678 bales had been ginned at
the end of last week, and I am told that
the maximum estimate for the county is
3,000 bales—a little more than 5 percent
of 1966 production. In Limestone County,
where 68,000 bales were ginned in 1965,
they will be lucky if they reach 5,000
bales for 1967. In Lauderdale County,
where the 1965 ginning was 29,800 bales,
a recent report said that 356 bales had
been ginned, but that the county might
reach 2,000 bales for the year.

My own county, Madison, ginned
74,000 bales in 1966, This year it may gin
2,500 bales.

I could go on from county to county
and from State to State, reciting similar
figures. I would like to note that 1966 was
a bad year, and that production was low,
so low that many farmers did not break
even on that year. Now they face what
amounts to an almost total loss.

I have heard of 50-percent crop fail-
ures, and our farmers have survived but
this blow to cotton in the Southeast is
almost unprecedented.

It hits farmers the hardest, for they
have worked this year only to end it
heavily in debt and unable to finance
themselves. But it strikes at the whole
economy of the area, especially that seg-
ment which we call agribusiness, the
people who sell fertilizers, insecticides,
farm equipment and so forth. They are
creditors who cannot collect, and some of
them face bankruptcy. Ginners are in an
even worse predicament, with no cotton
to gin.

There are programs which will be of
some assistance to the farm economy of
the Southeast. The Farmers Home Ad-
ministration has moved into the situa-
tion, and is beginning to process appli-
cations for disaster loans to enable farm-
ers to operate in 1968, The Small Busi-
ness Administration has a program of
low-interest loans which may help some
ginners and other small business opera-
tors affected by the crop failure.

The truth is that these programs, while
helpful, are not enough, This is an
emergency situation. which ecalls for
emergency -action.
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What is needed is long-term financing
at low interest rates. These farmers have
received a body blow, and they cannot
recover in a single year. In addition, the
laws provide safeguards for Farmers
Home Administration loans and Small
Business Administration loans which will
prevent these agencies from making
needed loans in some instances. Some of
these people simply will not have the
kind of collateral or the amount of col-
lateral which these agencies must, under
the law, require of them.

I ask the Senators, all of them, to join
with those of us who represent the States
which have suffered this disaster, in
thinking toward some adequate remedy
for what could be the death blow for
cotton farming in the Southeast. Already
many young men are turning away from
farm life as too hard and too uncertain
to join the urban trend. Some of those
who have elected to stick with agricul-
ture must be wondering today if they
have not taken the wrong course.

I want to save the farm economy of my
home county, my State and the South-
east. I believe that all of us want to keep
a strong and productive agriculture. I
hope, within the next few days, to offer
some proposals designed to assist in this
present disaster and in other similar
total failures which may strike in other
areas and other crops in future years.

MARINES NEED GEAR

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, we
have heard numerous complaints from
time to time about the frequent and
sometimes tragic failure of the M-16
automatic rifle to perform as it ought
to perform; and we have heard numerous
explanations and excuses by the Depart-
ment of Defense about the M-16. But
time after time here in the U.S. Senate
and elsewhere in this land I have learned
of specific instances where the M-16
jammed, failed to fire properly, and was,
therefore, in some measure responsible
for the death of American fighting men
in Vietnam. Now today in the morning
mail I received a letter from a man in
Indiana. This letter included a copy of a
letter—a tragic letter in retrospect—
from a Marine captain who recently was
killed in Vietnam. The Marine was Capt.
Milton G. Kelsey. Captain Kelsey was
killed on November 13—just 3 days after
he wrote this letter. He was killed while
he served as pilot for Gen. Bruno Hoch-
muth, who also was killed.

Captain Kelsey wrote his uncle that 60
percent of the choppers in his vicinity
were grounded because of a shortage of
parts. I repeat: A shortage of parts. As
a matter of fact, the captain wrote 3
days before his death, and I quote:

We have about 60 per cent of our choppers

down cuz we can't get the parts to fix them.
Kinda makes me sick to see them Just sitting
there. With the bad weather approaching us
now we're also going to have problems navi=
gating since the primary navigation system
in a Marine chopper 1s called Tacan and we're
all real ehort on parts to fix them. Guess we'll
have to fly without them even tho it 'will
make things more dangerous than ‘they are
already. I really can't understand why we
can't get parts.
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As a frequent critic of the Johnson ad-
ministration’s policy in Vietnam, Mr.
President, I feel that I have a special
obligation to make sure that I do every-
thing which I can to assure that our
troops in Vietnam have the best hard-
ware possible under the circumstances.
I have said this time and fime again, I
believe this is the duty of responsible
opposition.

So I want to ask at this time: What
does the Johnson administration say to
the family of Captain Kelsey and to the
chopper pilots in Vietnam? Secretary
McNamara spends an estimated $75 mil-
lion a day in Vietnam to keep our war
machine going and yet—apparently—
this machine fails to deliver a satisfac-
tory M-16 rifle or sufficient parts for the
choppers. The Johnson administration
speaks of the need for American soldiers
in Vietnam but evidently fails again to
deliver the goods in sufficient quantity
and quality to do the job. First, the M-16
rifle and now a shortage of parts for heli-
copters.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~
sent to have a copy of Capt. Milton Kel-
sey’s letter printed in the Recorp. I also
ask to have a copy of 1st Lt. M. P. Cher-
venak’s letter about the M-16 rifle, as
published in the Washington Post on
October 29, 1967, be printed in the
Recorp. And I ask, finally, that my dis-
tinguished colleagues in the U.S. Senate
Armed Services Committee examine
Captain Kelsey’s allegations with the
utmost care and speed to make sure
that the administration delivers the
gear—and enough of it—to the men on
the fighting line who need it.

This matter of satisfactory military
equipment is a matter which should not
divide us in any way; and it is a matter
in which I am sure all Americans are
concerned.

I have opposed our presence in Viet-
nam for 3 years.

I oppose it now.

I have supported our fighting men for
3 years in Vietnam.

I support them now.

I repeat: The United States should
and must give its troops the armor, the
bullets, the guns and the planes and
choppers which they need.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

U.S. MARINE CORPFS,
FLEET MARINE FORCE, VIETNAM,
November 10, 1967.

UwncLE BrLL anp AunT EmEen: Guess it's
about time I got off my rear and get a letter
off. Thanks much for the package, All arrived
in good condition and the fudge was out-
standing again.

After I returned from Australia from
R. & R., they put me to work again in short
order. Lately we haven’t been able to do
much flying although the weather has really
been clement. We have about 60% of our
choppers down and we can't get the parts
to fix them. Kinda makes me sick to see them
just sitting there. With the bad weather ap-
proaching us now we're also going to have
problems navigating since the primary navi-

gation system in a Marine chopper is called
Tacan, and we're all real short on parts to
fix them. Guess we'll have to fly without
them, even tho it will make things more
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dangerous than they are already. I really
can't understand why we can't get parts.

We had a beauty of an accident here yes-
terday. One of our own fighter bombers was
returning to Da Nang from a mission up
north, It seems he hadn’t dropped all his
bombs where he was supposed to—one was
hanging on which he didn't know about and
it fell as he flew over Phu Boi—a 500 pound-
er, It really tore up the alrcraft parking line
and wrecked one chopper. Somehow no one
was hurt, but there sure could have been lots
hurt. I pity the poor pllot when they get
hold of him.

We had one of our pilots shot down on
Sunday over by Laos, with we think a 3Tmm
Anti-Air gun which has a range of 20,000 ft.!
He managed to put it down safely and the
crew all got out unscratched. It went down
in such an unsecure area (50 yds. from
Laos!) that we had to get In some bombers
and blow it up.

Haven't heard much for details as to
when and if I go down to Da Nang to fly
Gen, Cushman. It would be boring as I hate
flying VIP’'s (more trouble than they’'re worth
and sometimes very unreasonable) but it
would be pretty safe.

Guess that's about it for now. Thanks
agaln for the box of goodies.

MivT.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1867]
THE M-16 1IN COMBAT

I am a Marine first leutenant and have
been serving in a rifle company in Vietnam
since the 15th of May. Ever since my arrival,
immediately following the battle of Hill 881,
one controversy has loomed above all else—
that of the M-16 rifle. I feel that it is my duty
and responsibility to report the truth about
this rifle as I have seen it. My consclence will
not let me rest any longer,

The idea of a lightweight, automatic weap-
on is a fine idea and I do not categorically
reject the M-16 rifle as belng useless. I do
believe, however, that there is a basic me-
chanical deficiency within the weapon which
causes a failure to extract. This failure to
extract a spent casing from the chamber al-
lows another round to be fed in behind the
unextracted casing causing the rifie to jam.
When this occurs, a cleaning rod and precious
seconds are needed to clear the chamber, A
Marine in a firefight does not have those
precious seconds.

We are constantly told that Improper
cleaning and unfamiliarity with the weapon
cause any malfunction which may occur. Any
rifle that requires cleaning to the degree they
speak of has no place as a combat weapon.

I believe that the cold, hard facts about
the M-16 are clouded over by a fabrication
of the truth for political and financial con-
slderations. I have seen too many Marines
hiding behind a paddy dike trying to clear
thelir rifles to accept these explanations any
longer.

Our battallon has fired these rifles on nu-
merous occasions, aboard the ship and in the
field, to try and find a solution for this prob-
lem. All rifles were cleaned and inspected
prior to these tests. Having supervised sev-
eral of these tests, I will swear to the fact
that at least 25 to 40 per cent of the rifies
malfunctioned at least once under these opti-
mum conditions.

During a recent firefight on the 21st of
July, no fewer than 40 men in my company
reported to me that their rifles had malfunc-
tloned because of failures to extract. Because
of these inoperative rifles, we were severely
hampered in our efforts to extract a platoon
which had been pinned down. Lack of suffi-
clent firepower also caused us great difficulty
in getting our casualties out, Having 40 rifies
malfunction in any rifle company is a serious
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matter, and in an understrengthened com-
pany such as ours, the gravity of the situa-
tion is greatly increased.

This problem is increasing in its serious-
ness and I know that it is the major morale
problem in the company. Unfortunately, all
our complaints and the results of our tests
never seem to reach willing ears. I do not
mean for this letter to be a slap at my bat-
talion, the Marine Corps, the Colt Manufac-
turing Co., the Defense Department or any-
one else concerned. It is written out of con-
cern for the safety of the men in my com-
pany and of the great morale problem that
the M-16 causes, I will stand and stake my
reputation on the fact that we have had men
wounded and perhaps killed because of in-
operative rifies. The men in the company
have absolutely no confidence in the weapon
they carry, and yet, they will be asked to go
on another operation in the very near future
carrying this very same weapon. Word will
come down from higher up, however, stating
that no one will take a negative attitude
about the M-16, nor will they speak of the
weapon in a derogatory manner to any news-
man.

I can only hope that men such as yourself,
who are in a position to do something, will
do something. The search for truth is para-
mount in all of us, and I ask you to look into
this problem and search for the truth there,
I will stand behind every word that I have
written, I think that this problem has been
overlooked too long and too many attempts
have been made to gloss over a situation that
endangers the lives of men.

M. P. CHERVENAK,
Ezecutive Officer, Holel Company, 2d
Battalion, 3d Marine, FPO, San Fran-
cisco, Calif.
SouTH VIETNAM,

CRIME IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, during October 1967, a total of
3,777 erime index offenses were reported
in the District of Columbia, This was an
increase of 867 offenses, or 29.8 percent,
over October 1966.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the Recorn Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment statistics concerning this rise in
crime.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp
as follows:

CRIME IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA,
OcToBER 1967

During October 1967, a total of 3,777 Crime
Index Offenses were reported in the District,
an Increase of 867 offenses or 20.8% from
October 19686,

During the month increases occurred in
the classifications of Homicide, up 8 offenses
or 61.5%; Rape, up 4 offenses or 44.4%:
Robbery, up 153 offenses or 42.6%; House-
breaking, up 364 offenses or 36.5%; Larceny
(850 & Over), up 229 offenses or 43.8%; and
Auto Theft, up 121 offenses or 16.4%.

A decrease occurred in the classification of
Aggravated Assault, down 12 offenses or 4.6%.

The increases for this month brought the
trend of Crime Index Offenses (total offenses
for the past twelve months) to 387,364, an in-
crease of 9,451 offenses or 33.8% from the
trend of October 1966, and an increase of
278.6% from the low point of April 1957.

Clearance of Crime Index Offenses for the
twelve month period ending with October
1867, were down to 24.6% as compared with
27.1% for the twelve month period ending
with October 1966.
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METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT
CRIME INDEX OFFENSES, OCTOBER 1967

November 22, 1967

October Change Cumulative to date
Classification Percent Total 12 months
1966 1967 Amount Percent Fisﬂgsvur chaslayear change ending October 1967
1967 1968
13 21 +8 +61.5 46 61 +32.6 172
9 13 +4 +44. 4 46 59 +28.3 163
360 513 +153 +42.5 1,378 1,938 +40.6 5, 463
269 257 =12 —4.5 1,216 1,148 —5.6 3,185
997 1,361 +364 +36. 5 3,857 4,829 +25.2 13,761
523 752 -4-229 +43.8 1,942 2,563 +32, 6, 549
= 739 860 +121 +16.4 2,699 3,170 +17.5 8, 065
10 | et S e ity o S S | T Y e 2,910 3,1m —B67 +29.8 11,184 13,768 +23.1 37,342
CRIME INDEX OFFENSES REPORTED
October Change October Change
Precinct Precinct
1966 1967 Amount Percent 1966 1967 Amount Percant
214 218 +4 +1.9 298 463 +165 +-55.4
R e e s er s 344 378 +34 +9.9 344 469 +125 +36.3
3 A 289 323 +34 +11.8 142 197 +55 -+38.7
r s 46 101 +55 +119.6 286 364 +78 +27.3
....... 5 201 183 —18 —8.9 168 340 +172 +102. 4
131 163 +-32 +-24.4 5 2 -3 —60.0
"""""""""""""""" % 13 T4 Yo 2,910 3,7 +867 2.8
A AR et R 287 386 +99 +34.5 d +
CRIME INDEX OFFENSES REPORTED, OCTOBER 1967
Criminal Rob- Aggravated House- Larceny Auto Criminal Rob- Aggravated House- Larceny Auto
Precinct Total homi- Rape bery assault breaking ($50 and  theft Precinct Total homi- Rape bery assault breaking (350 and theft
cide over) cide over)
P41 M o 1 35 11 33 95 44 38 182 55 109
378 9 by 69 43 101 73 83 33 183 55 144
323 1 FUTERNr 12 95 150 39 6 89 34 51
1) N 1 18 5 30 23 24 34 150 72 57
183 1 L 1A 17 62 23 1 146 17
13 L RS T 23 4 63 30 el g e P VRS T U N L i e i B L 1 T g o
55 1 L {1 IO ey 21 11 16
135 1 1 5 3 63 26 Total..... 3,777 21 13 513 257 1,361 752 860
386 4 2 60 40 169 50 61

PROHIBITION OF GAMBLING ACTIV-
ITIES BY BANKS AND SAVINGS
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Presiding Officer to lay before the
Senate a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives on H.R. 10595.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 10595) to prohibit cer-
tain banks and savings and loan associ-
ations from fostering or participating in
gambling activities and requesting a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I move that the Sen-
ate insist upon its amendments, agree to
the request of the House for a conference,
and that the Chair appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr, SPARK-
MAN, Mr, ProxmiIRe, Mr. Musxie, Mr.
BENNETT, and Mr. HICKENLOOPER CON-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF THE
EMERGENCY PROVISIONS OF THE
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
PROGRAM

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a

message from the House of Representa-
tives on House Joint Resolution 859.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate House Joint Resolution
859, extending for 1 year the emergency
provisions of the urban mass transpor-
tation program, which was read twice
by its title.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Alabama?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion (H.J. Res. 859).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the third reading and passage
of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 859)
was ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withont
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 51, that the
Senate stand in adjournment until next
Monday, November 27, at 12 o’clock
noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1
o’clock and 30 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, November 27,
1967, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate November 22, 1967:
DisTRICT OF COoLUMBIA COURT OF GENERAL
SESSIONS
Arthur Christopher, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, to be assoclate judge of the Dis-
tric of Columbia court of general sesslons for
the term of 10 years.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND
AGENCY
Pursuant to the provisions of section 4(a)
of Public Law 592, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1046, as amended, the following-
named person for appointment as a member
of the District of Columbla Redevelopment
Land Agency:
Alfred P. Love, to fill the unexpired term of
Richard R. Atkinson, resigned, whose term
expires March 3, 1968.
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